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ADDENDUM TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE ARMED 
FORCES RESERVE CENTER AND OPERATIONAL MAINTENANCE 
FACILITY FOR THE 63RD REGIONAL SUPPORT COMMAND 

On 31 July 1996 a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was signed for the Armed 
Forces Reserve Center/Organizational Maintenance Shop at Nellis Air Force Base. The 
FONSI was based on the information analyzed in an Environmental Assessment (EA). 
AI that time, the EA was prepared based on the size of the Reserve Center being 16.5 
acres. The Environmental Baseline Survey was based on a legal description of 17.4 
acres. The Real Estate Permit allowing the construction to go forward had a legal 
description of 21.8 acres. On 2 March 1998, the 63"' Regional Sypport Command 
requested an additional 2.6 acres bringing the total acreage to 2,4.4 a~qs . This 
addendum will address the original discrepancies and the additional 2.6 acres. 

The additional acreage would be paved with asphalt and used as a Military Equipment 
Pari< (parking lot) for the Heavy Equipment Transporters and trailers (HET). These 
vehides are over 80 feet long and 12 feet wide (mirrors extended). The reason for the 
additional property is due to a miscalculation for the size of the parking lot. The 4.4 acre 
discrepancy from the original Environmental Baseline Survey and the original Permit is 
shown on Figure 1. The original EA did not include a legal description, so it is 
impossible to know exactly where the discrepancy occurred. However, since 99 
ABW/EM office contracted the EA and prepared the EBS, it is logical to assume that the 
EA and EBS dosely match in shape. A nine foot error around the perimeter would 
comprise .9 acres. 

Although the acreage differs, the analysis of the EA and FONSI would apply to the 
discrepancies and the additional 2.6 acres. The entire property from Range Road and 
DRMO Road to Carafelli Court had been completely disturbed for years. There is no 
potential for adverse impacts to biological or cultural resources. Except for the amount 
of acres, the proposed action has not changed. The size and use of the facilities and 
the number of vehides is the same as the original EA. The pari<ing lot did get bigger 
because of the miscalculation. 

The project is being constructed adjacent to FamCamp and Carafelli Court. The 
potential for noise impacts were analyzed in the original EA and a sound wall was added 
to the proposed action. The addition ..yould be nearer to FamCamp and Carafelli Court 
and would require an extension of the sound wall. The 63"' RSC would continue the 
sound wall. 

A modification to the Clari< County Surface Disturbance Permit will be required to reflect 
the current acreage. 

The proposed addition and the discrepancy qualifies for Categorical Exdusion A2.3.11 
per Air Force Instruction AFI 32-7061, actions similar to other actions. In this case, the 
similar action is the parent EA for the Armed Forces Reserve Center. 



ADDENDUM TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE SURVEY FOR THE 
LAND LEASE TO THE 63RD REGIONAL SUPPORT COMMAND 

9 April1998 

The purpose of this addendum is to correct inconsistencies between the 
Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) and the Permit issued to the 63"' RSC. 
Also, the 63"' RSC wishes to add 2.6 acres to the Permit, this addendum will 
address the additional area. The original EBS addressed 17.4 acres, but the 
original Permit was written for 21.8 acres. This addendum ,also applies to the 4.4 
acres discrepancy. · 

I I 

A site visit was conducted on 9 April 1998. No surface contamination was 
observed and the condition of the property is identical to the property addressed 
in the original documentation, with two notable exceptions. The exception is that 
the additional area overlies the CaiNev Pipeline. The planned activity for the 
additional area is for vehicle parking and will be paved with asphalt. 

CaiNev Pipeline Company has been contacted regarding the subject area. 
CaiNev requires that the 63"' Regional Support Command supplies CaiNev 
engineers with the drawings and specifications for review and approval prior to 
construction Further, CaiNev reserves the right to saw cut and excavate through 
the asphalt for any necessary repairs and will backfill and compact the trench, 
but will not be responsible for improvements (repaving). 

Environmental Baseline Survey Addendum Certification 
Nellis AFB Environmental Management Directorate (99 ABW/EM) has conducted 
this EBS addendum. 99 ABW/EM has reviewed all appropriate records and 
conducted visual site inspections of the land being leased. The information 
contained within this addendum is, to the best of 99 ABW/EM's knowledge, is 
correct and current as of 28 May 1998. 

:::b .., Certified by: c 
JAMES CAM.BE. GS-12 
Environmental Engineer 

. 

Approved by:tz~f+ 
MICHAEL F. FU Y 
Colonel, USAF 
Director, Environmental Management 
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NO. DACA09-(-96-0039 

DEPARTMENT OF TRE AIR FORCE 

PERMIT TO OTHER FEDERAL GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENT OR AGENCY 

TO USE PROPERTY LOCATED ON 

NELLIS AIR FORCE BASE,CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

TRE SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE, hereinafter referred to as the 
Secretary hereby grants to DEPARTMENT OF THE ·ARMY tFOR USE BY TRE 
u.s. ARMY RESERVES, hereinafter referred to as the grantee, a 
permit for a reserve center, over, across, in and upon the lands 
identified in Exhibit "A," attached hereto and made a part hereof, 
he.reinafter referred to as the premises. 

THIS PERMIT is granted subject to the following conditions. 

1. This permit is hereby granted for a term of fifty five 
{SS),years, beginning August 1, 1996, and ending 31 July 2051, but 
revocable at will by the Secretary. 

2. All correspondence and notices to be given pursuant to 
this permit shall be addressed, if to the grantee, to Headquarters, 
63rd Regional Support Command, 11200 Lexington Drive, Los Alamitos, 
California 90720-5002, also to the Corps of Engineers addressee 
shown below. If to the United States, to the Commander, 558th 
Civil Engineer Squadron, 6020 Beale Avenue, Nellis AFB, Nevada 
889191-7260, Attn: Real Estate also to the U.S . Army Corps of 
Engineers, 3636 No. Central Avenue, Suite 770, Phoenix, Arizona 
85012-1936, Attn: Real Estate, or as may from time to time 
otherwise be directed by the parties. Notice shall be deemed to 
have been duly given if and when enclosed in a properly sealed 
envelope or wrapper addressed as aforesaid, and deposited, postage 
prepaid, in a post office resularly maintained by the United States 
Postal Service. 

3. The use and occupation of the premises shall be without 
cost or expense to the Department of the Air Force, and under the 
general supervision and subject to the approval of the Installation 
Commander, Nellis Air Force Base, or his duly authorized 
representative, hereinafter referred-to as said officer and to such 
rules and regulations as may be prescribed from time to time by 
said officer. 

•• premises, 
The grantee acknowledges that it has inspected the 
knows its condition, and understands that the same is 

Figure 8-F- 1 
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granted without any representations or warranties whatsoever and 
without any obligation on the part of the Depart.ment of the Air 
Force. 

s. The grantee shall, at its own expense and without cost or 
e.xpense to the Department of the Air Force, maintain and keep the 
premises in good repair and condition . 

6. Any i nterference with the use of or damage to property 
under control of the Department of the Air Force incident to the 
exercise of the privileges herein gr anted shall be promptly 
corrected by the grantee to the satisfact ion of said officer. 

' 
7. The grantee shall pay the cost, as determined by the 

officer having immediate jurisdiction over the premises, of 
producing or supplying any utilities and/or other services 
furnished by or through the Department of the Air Force for the use 
of the grantee. 

a. No additions to or alterations of the premises shall be 
made without the prior written approval of the Installation 
Commander. 

9. On or before the date of expiration of this permit or its 
relinquishment by the grantee, the grantee shall vacate the 
premises, remove its property therefrom if, however, this permit is 
revoked, the grantee shall vacate the premises and remove its 
property therefrom within such time as the Installation Commander 
may designate. 

10. The grantee shall comply with all applicable Federal, 
state, county and municipal laws, ordinances and regulations 
wherein the premises are located. 

11. A Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) documenting the 
known history of the property with regard to the storage, release 
or disposal of hazardous substances thereon is attached hereto and 
made a part hereof as Exhibit "B". Upon expiration, revocation or 
relinquishment of this permit, another PAS shall be prepared which 
will document t he environmerytal condition of the property at that 
time . 

12. It is understood that the requirements of this permit 
pertaining to maintenance, repair, protection, and restoration of 
the premises and reimbursement for utilities and other services, 
shall be effective only insofar as they do not conflict with any 
agreement, pertaining to such matters· made between local 
representatives of the grantor and grantee in accordance with 
existing regulations. 

THIS PERMIT is not subject to Title 10, United States Code, 
Section 2662, as amended. 

Figure 8-F- 1 (Continued) 
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rN wrTNESS whereof, 
of the Secretary of the 
lqg \, . 

I have hereunto set my hand b! authority 
Air Force, this (p'b day of ~9· _ , 

QOHN D.. LADrEU 
COLONEL, USAF 
rNSTALLATrON COMMANDER 

Tha permit 
day of ~ 

is also executed by the grantee this --~1-~-----
t'i'H 

~124~4' 
RICHARD GUTHRIE 
CHIEF, REAL ESTATE DIVISION 

Figure 8-F-1 (Continued) 
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DATE: 
ACQUISITION TRACT #: 
AREA: 
GRANTOR: 
PROJECT/REMIS CODE: 
LOCATION: 
CESPL-RE-PC FILE: 

9 August 1996 
100 
21.8 ± acres 

Page 1 of 1 Page 

U.S. Air Force, Nellis AFB 
Armed Forces Reserve Center 
Nellis AFB (Clark County), Nevada 
760-M-1 

, DESCRIPTION- FOR PERMIT, 
ARMED FORCES RESERVE CENTER AND OMS SITE 

.A parcel of land in the County of Clark, State, ·of ,N~vada, situate 
in section 33, Township 19 South, 62 East, Mount Diablo Base & 
Meridian, within the Nellis Air Force Base military reservation, 
described as follows: 

BEGINNING at the intersection of the centerlines of Range Road 
and DRMO Road; 
THENCE southeasterly along the centerline of said Range Road a 
distance· of 1290 feet; 
THENCE, leaving said Range Road centerline, southwesterly and at 
right angles to last-said course, a distance of 450 feet; 
THENCE at right angles to last-said course, northwesterly a 
distance of 550 feet; 
THENCE at right angles to last-said course, southwesterly a 
distance of 440 feet; 
THENCE at right angles to last-said course, northwesterly a 
distance of 753 feet, more or l ess, to the centerline of the said 
DRMO Road; 
THENCE northeasterly along the centerline of said DRMO Road by 
various courses and distances, to the POINT OF BEGINNING; 
EXCEPTING THEREFROM so much thereof as may lie within the paved 
areas of Range Road and DRMO Road; 
and the aggregate area of said Parcel of Land, less the exception 
noted above, being about 21.8 acres of land, more or less. 
I/III/IIII/III/II/II/I/END OF DESCRIPTION//////////////////////// 

SCRIVENER~6k~n~~~~~lj/~-~~~~~·,.t~ ____ DATE. ______ _29~A~ug~u~s~t~1~929~6 ______ _ 
Richard w. 'Nligle 

. :· 

File 760- M-1 

EXHIBIT A. 
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AFRC-CCA:-EN·P 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HEADQUARTeRS, 130 REGIONAL SUPPORT COMMAHD 

POBOX:I001 
LOS ALAMTOS, CA 10720-1301 

23 Dec97 

MEMORANDUM FOR Department of the Air Force, 55 8th Civil Enginoering Squadron (ACC) 
ATIN: 558 CES-CEER (Ms. Judy Pace}, 6020 Beale Avenue, 
NellisAFB, NV 89191·7260 

SUBJECr: Request for Additional Land for Milital)' Equipment Parle (MEP) at Armed Forces 
Reserve Center, Nellis AFB. · , , 

I. The Army Reserve is currently constructing a new facility at Nellis AFB. This facility will 
relieve the overcrowding of personnel and vehicles at our current center on Sahara Ave. 

2. The design of the MEP has been determined to be inadequate. One of the units that will be 
using the facility bas undergone a vehicle modernization. Due to size and maneuverability, these 
vehicles require three times the parlcing space that was identified in the original DA 1390,91 , 
Military Construction Project Data. 

3. The Cotps of Engineers has already redesigned the MEP and relocated the Organizational 
Maintenance Shop (OMS) in an attempt to remedy the situation. This solution still leaves 14 
vehicles unable to be located W -· ··-· - · · 

~to 

4. We are lll'gently in need of your assistance on this matter. The aforealCiltioned corrective 
changes already introduced by the Corps of Engineers have produced oulnlgeous extra cost 
claims from the construction contractor. A representative from the Office of the Chief, Army 
Reserve will visit the site for an in progress review OD 6 January 1998. It would be valuable to 
report feasibility of acquiring the additional parcel and the schedule for accomplishing this 
action. It would be desirable and in the interest of the Government to negotiate with the 
contractor a comprcbcnsive.solution to this issue at the earliest possible date. 

5. My POC for this action is Mr. Mark Cutler at DSN 972-1438. We thank you in advance for 
your earliest attention and 'Cooperation. 

FOR TilE COMMANDER: 

RICHARD A. GARZA 
LTC, EN, USAR 

-
Deputy Chief of Staff, Engineers 
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Executive Summary 

Nellis Air Force Base proposes to lease land from Nellis AFB to the 63rd Regional 
Support Command (RSC). The area being considered is 16.5 acres North of Nellis 
AFB, NV. 

The Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS), is being accomplished in accordance with 
Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32~7066, which determines the level of analysis. The 
proposed lease fits into a Phase I Category 1 finding i.e., where there is no evidence to 
indicate that hazardous substances or petroleum products have ever been stored, 
released, or disposed of on the site. This conclusion is a result of reviewing all past 
records of land activities on the subject properties. In addition to the literature and files 
review, the subject area was visually inspected. 

The Environmental Management Directorate surveyed the properties being leased for 
environmental contamination. A review of the Installation Restoration Program, aerial 
photos, and a visual inspection, no contaminates exist on or near the subject property 
being leased to the RSC. 

The site being considered for lease has been previously disturbed as a result of surface 
excavation of fill material for the Nellis Federal Hospital. The site has sparse 
vegetation, however, no biological or cultural resources were identified during the 
Environmental Assessment (EA). 

Section 1.0 Purpose of Environmental Baseline Survey 

This baseline survey serves as the basis for notice of environmental conditions under 
Section 120 (h)(1) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) as amended [42 U.S.C. 9620 (h)(1)]. This baseline 
survey is being conducted in accordance with Air Force Instruction 32-7066 (Apr 94). 
The purpose of this EBS is to document the nature, magnitude and extent of 
environmental contamination of property being considered for lease from Nellis AFB to 
RSC. . 

1.1 Boundaries of the Property and Survey Area 

Legal Description: Following is the legal description for the land being leased: 
BEGINNING at the intersection of the centerlines of_Range Road and DRMO Road; 
THENCE southeasterly along the centerline of said"Range~Road a distance of 1255 feet; 
THENCE, leaving said Range Road centerline, southwesterly and at right angles to last-said 
course, a distance of 450 feet; 
THENCE at right angles to last-said course, northwesterly a distance or 760 feet; 
THENCE at right angles to last-said course, southwesterly a distance of 420 feet; 
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THENCE at right angles to last-said course, northwesterly a distance of 500 ~et to the 
centerline of the said DRMO Road; 
THENCE northeasterly along the centerline of said DRMO Road by various courses and 
distances, to the POINT OF BEGINNING; 
EXCEPTING THEREFROM so much thereof as may lie within the paved areas of Range Road 
and DRMO Road; 
and the aggregate area of said parcel of land,less the exception noted above, being about 17.4 
acres of land, more or less. 

Section 2.0 Survey Methodology 

2.1 Approach and Rationale 
, ' 

A review of prior surveys, an inspection of the property, personal interviews, review 
of the Base Installation Restoration Program, review of the installations Base 
Comprehensive Plan, and an EA completed for the proposed Armed Forces 
Reserve Center/Organizational Maintenance Shop. This approach was used to 
analyze the subject property to ensure no ecological or cultural resources would be 
impacted if the subject properties were leased to RSC. The results indicated no 
impact to human health or the environment. 

2.1.1 Description of Documents Reviewed 

Draft Environmental Assessment for a proposed Exchange of Abandoned Railroad 
Right of Way Segments, Nellis AFB, Nevada (1995) 
Management Action Plan, Nellis AFB, NV (1995) 
Environmental Baseline Survey for Nellis AFB Land Acquisition (1996) 
Nellis Air Force Base Comprehensive Plan (1991) 

2.1.2 Property Inspections 

A site visit was conducted on 30 January 1996. No sign of dumping was observed in 
the land being leased. 

2.1.3 Personal Interviews 

Personnel contacted are listed at Appendix E. 

2.1.4 Sampling --
No soil samples were taken of subject property. During the preliminary assessment 
for the installation restoration program study, the land being considered for lease 
was not identified as an area of concern. 
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Section 3.0 Findings for Subject Property 

3.1 History and Current Use 

The Army Appropriation Act of July 9, 1918, provided for allowing the President to 
reserve unappropriated public domain land for aviation fields for testing and 
experimental work setting the stage for establishment of Nellis AFB. Nellis AFB has 
been used for flight operations since 1929. Unti11940 the field consisted of dirt 
runways, a few buildings, and .related utilities. In 1940, by Executive Order 8578 
(Withdrawal of Public Land for use of the War Department as Aerial Bombing and 
Gunnery Range), Franklin D. Roosevelt, withdrew approximately 3,560,000 acres of 
land in southern Nevada as an aerial bombing and gunnery rangE\. Jn the EO it is 
stated: "By virtue of the authority vested in me by section 1 of the act of July 9, 1918, c. 
143,40 Stat. 845, 848 (U.S.C., title 10, sec. 1341), it is ordered that, subject to valid 
existing rights, all the pubic land within the following-described area be, and it is hereby, 
withdrawn from aU forms of appropriation under the public-land laws, including the 
mining laws, and reserved for the use of the War Department as an aerial bombing and 
gunnery range." The EO went on to say: "The withdrawal made by this order shall take 
precedence over, but shall not rescind or revoke, as to any of the land affected thereby 
in the above-described area, the withdrawals made by Executive Order No. 6910 of 
November 26, 1934, as amended, and Executive Order No. 7373 of May 20, 1936, 
withdrawing certain lands for wildlife and other purposes." In 1941, the City of Las 
Vegas purchased and improved the field for use in training civilian pilots. Later air 
gunnery training was stated in 1942 and concentrated on training B-17 gunnery school. 
Early in 1945, B-29 gunnery and B-24 copilot training replaced the B-17 gunners. Later 
that year the base was deactivated. It was reactivated in 1949 as the host of the Air 
Training Command's 3595th Pilot Training Wing for advance single-engine training. A 
U.S. Air Force Aircraft Flexible Gunnery School was also established at the base in 
1949. Its mission was to train instructors in all phases of fighter gunnery, rocketry, and 
dive bombing. Eventually, this effort became the core of Nellis AFB program. 

As evident from its history, Nellis AFB has a dynamic and varied past in changing out 
aircraft to more advanced fighter vehicles. Nellis AFB consists of the Weapons School, 
Operations Group, Logistic Group, Te~t Group and USAF Air Deterrent Squadron. The 
F-15 C, D, & E; F-16 C & D; A -10, F-117A, HH-60G, and T-38Ajet aircraft are all 
currently flown by the 57th Wing. 

Since 1941, Nellis AFB has been assigned stewardship of the parcel of land in Area Ill. 
The spur under review was an existing easement to Union Pacific. As part of the 
easement clause, the land would revert back to tile City of Las Vegas once the rail spur 
was no longer used. Since 1978, Union Pacific has not used the subject rail spur. 
Therefore, the City of Las Vegas has assumed ownership and has agreed to the land 
swap with Nellis AFB. In turn, Nellis AFB is leasering the property to RSC. 

3.2 Environmental Setting 

-.,..------ ---·-----
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The climate of the Las Vegas Valley is typical of the Basin and Range Province ranging 
from arid in the basin lowlands, to semi-arid on the alluvial aprons, to sub-humid in the 
mountains. The arid climate of the basin lowlands is characterized by low relative 
humidity, low precipitation, and a wide variety of diurnal temperatures. Evaporation in 
the Las Vegas Valley is high. This is partially due to the high annual average 
temperature, but is also influenced by wind and the prevalent low humidity. 

Nellis AFB, located in the Las Vegas Valley is one of the driest and warmest areas in 
the nation. The climate consists of hot summers, cool winters, and a wide fluctuation in 
annual rainfall. Summer temperatures above 105 degrees F: and winter temperatures 
below freezing are common. The average daily minimum and maximum temperatures 
during the winter months are about 35 degrees and 60 degrees F. During the summer 
nights, minimum temperatures average 70 to 75 degrees F. With the low precipitation, 
high evaporation, the absence of major surface waters, moderately deep ground water 
levels, and the remoteness ofthe area limit the possible pathways for hazardous 
contaminant migration. The permeability of the soil is low. 

3.3 Hazardous Substances 

According to the Installation Restoration Program (IRP) program manager, no 
hazardous substances were disposed of on subject property. 

3.3.1 Hazardous Materials and Petroleum Products 

A site visit, review of IRP records, and discussions with installation personnel, no 
hazardous materials or petroleum products were used on land being leased. 

3.3.2 Hazardous and Petroleum Waste 

A site visit, review of IRP records, and discussions with installation personnel, no 
hazardous materials or petroleum pro?ucts were disposed of on land being leased. 

3.4 Installation Restoration Program Contamination 

According to the IRP program manager, no contamination exist on site being 
leased . 

3.5 Storage Tanks 

3.5.1 Aboveground Storage Tanks 

No petroleum products were stored or used on the properties being leased, 
therefore, no aboveground storage tanks were used on the site. 
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3.5.2 Underground Storage Tanks 

No petroleum products were stored or used on the properties being leased, 
therefore, no underground storage tanks were used on the site. 

3.5.3 Pipelines, Hydrant Fueling, and Transfer Systems 

According to the Nellis Base Comprehensive Plan (BCP), no pipeline, hydrant 
fueling or lease systems exist on the land being leased. 

3.6 Oil!vVater Separators 

No oil water separators exist on the land being leased. • t 

3.7 Pesticides 

No facilities, areas of training, or storage of pesticides has occurred on the land 
being leased, therefore, no pesticides exist on the land being leased. 

3.8 Medical or Biohazards Waste 

A site visit, records search, and discussions with base personnel found no indication 
of medical or biohazard(s) disposed of on subject property. 

3.9 Ordnance 

The site being leased was never used for ordnance storage, disposal, or training. A 
site visit, record review, and discussions with base personnel found no indications 
that ordinances where ever used on the site being leased. 

3.1 0 Radioactive Wastes 

Discussions with base personnel found no disposal of radioactive wastes on the 
land being leased. 

3.11 Solid Waste 

The City of Las Vegas did not use the land being leased by the Air Force as a waste 
area. During the site visit limited surface debris was observed and picked up. No 
solid waste remains on the site. .. 
3.12 Ground water 

The depth to ground water beneath Nellis AFB ranges from 60 - 120 feet for the 
shallow aquifer while the deeper aquifer is 600 - 1000 feet. 



3.13 Wastewater Treatment, Collection and Discharge 

The site was not used to treat .wastewater. 

3.14 Drinking Water Quality 

No drinking water is obtained from the site being leased. 

3.15 Asbestos 

No asbestos material was found on land being leased. • t 

3.16 Polychlorinated Biphenyl's 

No PCBs exist on the site being leased. 

3.17 Radon 

No facilities exist on the site being leased. 

3.18 Lead-Based Paint 

No facilities exist on the site being leased. 

Section 4.0 Findings For Adjacent Properties 

4.1 Land Use 

Nellis AFB consists of 11,496.8 acres, or 17.96 square miles of land area. Area Ill 
contains 1.9 square miles or 11 percent of the total Nellis land area. The area is 
separated from the main base by Las Vegas Boulevard to the southeast of the land 
being leased. Land use varies from residential, recreational, open space, and 
industrial. Approximately 865 acres:are open space, 200 acres are housing, 111 acres 
are industrial, and 21 acres for outdoor recreation. 

4.2 Surveyed Properties: 

BEGINNING at the intersection of the centerlines of _Range Road and DRMO Road; 
THENCE southeasterly along the centerline of saidRangeRoad a distance of 1255 feet; 
THENCE, leaving !)aid Range Road centerline, southwesterly and at right angles to last-said 
course, a distance of 450 feet; 
THENCE at right angles to last-said course, northwesterly a distance of 760 feet; 
THENCE at right angles to last-said course, southwesterly a distance of 420 feet; 



THENCE at right angles to last-said course, northwesterly a distance of 500 feet to the 
centerline of the said DRMO Road; • 
THENCE northeasterly along the centerline of said DRMO.Road by various courses and 
distances, to the POINT OF BEGINNING; 
EXCEPTING THEREFROM so much thereof as may lie within the paved areas of Range Road 
and DRMO Road; 
and the aggregate area of said parcel of land, less the exception noted above, being about 17.4 
acres of land; more or less. 

Section 5.0 Applicable Regulatory Compliance Issues . , 

5.1 List of Compliance Issues: r t 

The attached environmental compliance certificates indicate no outstanding 
environmental compliance issues. 

5.2 Description of Corrective Actions 

No environmental compliance deficiencies exist on properties being relinquished, 
therefore, no corrective actions will be required. 

5.3 Estimates of Various Alternatives 

The only alternative considered in the environmental assessment was the no action. 

Section 6.0 Conclusions 

A review of the Installation Restoration Program found no contaminants on or near the 
land being leased. Outside of sparse surface vegetation, the land being considered for 
lease is very disturbed. No natural or cultural resources, wetlands, flood plains, or any 
environmental media will be added to the Nellis AFB inventory of environmental· 
resources if the land was leased. 

6.1 · Facility Matrix (no facilities are involved in the subject lease). 

6.2 Property Categories Map 

Buffer zone for residential and recreational activities . 
. , -

6.3 Resources Map 

Since no critical resources are located on lands being leased, no resource maps are 
attached. 
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6.4 Data Gaps (none) 

Section 7.0 Recommendations 

For information only. 

Section 8.0 Certifications 

Certification of the Environmental Baseline Survey 
Certification of PCB Clearance 
Certification of No Contamination 
Certification of No Asbestos • 1 

Appendix A: Terms 

Appendix B: Maps 

Appendix C: Site Photograph 

Appendix D: References 

Nellis Air Force Base Comprehensive Plan (1991) 
Nellis AFB Installation Restoration Program (IRP) Management Action Plan (1995) 
Biological Assessment (1992) 
Archaeological Survey, Area Ill, Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada (1995) 
Armed Forces Reserve Center Environmental Assessment (1995) 

Appendix E: Interviews 

Mr. James Pedrick, Chief Environmental Restoration 
Mr. Eric Watkins, staff biologist 
Ms. Mary Ann Cox, real property s~ecialist 
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Certification of the Environmental Baseline Survey _ 

The Nellis Air Force Base Envirorunental Management Directorate (99 ABWIEM) has 
conducted this Envirorunental Baseline Survey on behalf of the Air Force. 99 AB W /EM 
has reviewed all appropriate records made available and conducted visual site inspections 
of the selected land being aquired. The information contained within the survey report is 
based on records made available and, to the best of99 ABWIEM's knowledge, is correct 
and current as of 3 July 1996 

Certified b~ C"'=r==
IAMES C , GS-12 
Envirorunental Engineer 

Appro""' by' AM~· 
WALTER J. DONEGAN 
Colonel, USAF 
Director, Envirorunental Management 

, ( 

Date: Z9 ;f{ ?{ 

.• 
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Certification of PCB Clearance* 

A records search and on-site inspection indicate that this property has not been exposed to 
PCB_ materials or equipment 

Certified b~ c ==7== 
JAMES C <iS-12 ~ 
Environmental Engineer 

Approved by: Mctfbr
WALTERJ. DONEGAN 
Colone~ USAF 
Director, Environmental Management 

Date: 3 ~ .. /z / ~ 
7 



Certification of No Contamination 

The property being aquired contains no known hazardous substances as that term is 
defmed in the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
(42 U.S.C. 9601}, as amended, or other contamination as Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Recovery Act of 1976, the implementing of Environmental Protection 
Agency regulations (40 CFR Parts 261,262,263 and 761), and the Federal Property 
Management Regulations ( 41 CFR Part I 01/4 7). A complete search of agency files 
revealed that no hazardous sub~tance has been stored for more than one year, known to 
have been released, or disposed of on the land being acquired. 

Certified b~.-.. C=-7= 
JAMES C , GS-12 
Environmental Engineer 

Approved by:~.at~
WALTERJ. DONEG 
Colonel, USAF 
Director, Environmental Management 

--

Date: .3 c)~ 16 
7 

Date: 2t '*7 P{' 



Ccrti.fication of Asbestos Clearance* 

A records search and on-site inspection indicate that this property has not been exposed to 
asbestos materials or equipmenL 

Certified by: /1:-:= C-; 
JAMES CAMPE, GS-12 
Environmental Engineer 

Approved by: ~;Jl_
W ALTER 1. DO NEG 
Colonel, USAF 
Director, Environmental Management 

.,-

Date: $ J.._Jt. 7'6 
> 

I I 

Date:27' &Y ft{ 
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REPlY TO 
ArrENTION OF 

AFRC-CCA-EN-P (405) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
HEADQUARTERS, 630 REGIONAL SUPPORT COMMAND 

PO Box3001 
LOS ALAMITOS, CALIFORNIA 9072()-1301 

2 March 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR Department of the Air Force, 558th Civil Engineering Squadron (ACC) 
A TIN: 558 CES-CEER (Ms. Judy Pace), 6020 Beale Avenue, 
Nellis AFB, NV 89191-7260 

SUBJECT: Request for Additional Land for Military Equipment Park (MEP) at Armed Forces 
Reserve Center, Nellis AFB. · ' t 

!. References: 

a. Memorandum to the above, subject: SAB, dtd 23 Dec 97. 

b. Phone conversation between MS. Judy Pace and the undersigned on or about 20 Jan 98, 
subject: SAB. 

c. Phone conversation between Mr. Jim Campe, 558th Civil Engineering Squadron 
Environmental Section, and the undersigned on or about 28 Jan 98, subject: SAB. 

2. Request the enclosed description of the existing permit,# DACA09-4-96-0039, be amended 
as follows: 

BEGINNING at the intersection of the centerlines of Range Road 
andDRMO; 
THENCE southeasterly along the centerline of said Range Road a 
distance of 1580 feet (existing is 1290 feet); 
THENCE, leaving said Range Road centerline, southwesterly and at 
right angles to last-said course, a distance of 450 feet; . . 
THENCE at right angles to last-said course, northwesterly a 
distance of840 feet (existing is 550 feet); 
THENCE at right angles to last-said course, southwesterly a 
distance of 440 feet; 
THENCE at right angles to last-said course, northwesterly a 
distance of753 feet, more or less, to the centerline of the said 
DRMORoad; 
THENCE northeasterly along the centerline of said DRMO Road by 
various courses and distances, to the POINT OF BEGINNING; 
EXCEPTING THEREFROM so much thereof as may lie within the paved 
areas of Range Road and DRMO Road; 
and the aggregate area of said Parcel of Land, less the exception 
noted above, being about 24.4 acres ofland, more or less (existing is 21.8). 
111/1/11/IIIIIIIIIIIII/IIIIIIIIIIII!END OF DESCRIPTION//////////////////////1//////////// 



., .. . 

SUBJECT: Request for Additional Land for Military Equipment Park (MEP) at Anned Forces 
Reserve Center, Nellis AFB 

3. The above changes will provide the necessary area to park all vehicles that belong to the units 
located at the facility (see enclosure 1 ). 

4. We have contacted Cal-Nevada Petroleum Pipeline and spoke to determine if there were any 
objections to paving over the pipeline (see enclosure 2). They stated that there is no objection 
provided the following stipulations: 

a. Cal-Nevada Petroleum Pipeline Engineers are provided with complete drawings and 
specifications to review and approve. ' 

I i 

b. In the language of the pemiit it states that if the pipeline needs to be repaired, they will 
sawcut the pavement, excavate, backfill, and compact but will not be responsible for 
improvements (i.e. repaving). 

5. POC for this action is the undersigned at (562) 795-1438. 

Encls: 
~a-U 

MARK A. CUTLER 
As stated Real Estate Specialist 

CF: 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Nevada Project Office, ATTN: Ed Peterson 

.• 
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

1.0 Name ofthe Action 

Armed Forces Reserve Center/Organizational Maintenance Shop (AFRC/OMS) 

2.0 Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

Construct and operate an Armed Forces Reserve Center/Organizational Maintenance Shop for 
the 63rd Regional Support Command (RSC). This facility, to be located in Area Ill of Nellis AFB, 
would provide operations and training facilities for the U.S. Army, U.S. Navy, and U.S. Marine 
Corps Reserves. 

Four alternatives were considered in the Environmental Assessment (EA): the Proposed Action 
locating the AFRC/OMS on a 16.5-acre parcel in Area Ill, constructing a smaller 10-acre facility at 
the same intersection in Area Ill, building a 16.5-acre facility consisting of two separate operations 
spanning DRMO Road, and the no action alternative. 

3.0 Summary of Environmental Impact 

3.1 Air Quality 

The proposed action would have short-term negative impacts to air emissions during construction 
due primarily to the need to back-fill the proposed site with 130,000 cubic yards of fill materials. 
Air quality impacts would occur from Particulate Matter 10 (PM,0) emissions (15 Tons) caused by 
the handling and placement of soil and carbon monoxide (CO) emissions (0.66 Tons) from vehicle 
operations related to excavation, transportation, and placement of the fill materials. Emissions are 
below de minimis levels, therefore, a formal conformity analysis is not required. 

Long-term air quality impacts would primarily be a result of operation of the Heavy Equipment 
Transports (HETs) which are the largest equipment component at the AFRC/OMS facility. 
Operation of these vehicles exceed current Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) air emissions 
standards fo r PM10 and NOx. The Department of the Army (DA) has a Memorandum of 
Understanding from the EPA exempting these vehicles from emission standards. 

3.2 Noise 

A short-term negative impact would result from heavy construction equipment involved in site 
work and facilities construction. This disturbance would be short-term and intermittent in nature 
and primarily confined to weekday daylight hours. 

Long-term noise impacts exceed local noise ordinances but would be reduced to below 55 dBA 
(at Caffarelli Court and Family Campground) with the installation of noise attenuation walls. 

3.3 Water 

No surface water occurs at the site. Impacts to surface water runoff are considered positive by 
incorporating retention basins in the design. This would reduce the potential for surface water 
runoff during a flood event. The project has no direct impact to ground water and no net increase 
in water use is anticipated for this project. 



3.4 Biological Resources: 

No impact to biological resources are anticipated for this proposed action due to prior site 
excavation. 

3.5 Land Use: 

The proposed project is consistent with nearby industrial developments. However, the land use is 
also mixed with residential and recreation areas which would be affected by noise and emissions. 
Air Force personnel living in Caffarelli Court and personnel using the family camp grounds are 
located nearby the proposed location and would be affected by noise and air emissions. 

3.6 Traffic: 

Relocation of the Reserve facility to Nellis AFB would have a beneficial impact to the Sahara 
Avenue area in Las Vegas with the reduction of 45 full time employees during normal week-days 
work-hours. Of greater importance, the proposed project would eliminate a week-end peak of 553 
Reservists during summer drill periods. Traffic on Range Road at Nellis AFB would increase as a 
result of the relocation of the AFRC/OMS facility. 

3. 7 Cultural Resources: 

No impact due to extensive disturbance at area as a result of prior site excavation. 

4.0 Conclusion 

The proposed action does not represent a major federal action with significant impacts to the 
human or natural environment, therefore an Environmental Impact Statement 1s not required. A 
Finding of No Significant Impact is thus warranted 

CHRISTOPHER S. LONG 
Colonel, USAF 
Vice Commander 
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Executive Summary 

The U. S. Army Reserve, in conjunction with the U.S. Navy Reserve and the U.S. Marine 

Corps. Reserve, propose to construct and maintain an Armed Forces Reserve 

Center/Organizational Maintenance Shop (AFRC/OMS) facility on Nellis Air Force Base 

(AFB) property near Las Vegas, Nevada. Construction is proposed to start in fLscal year 

1996 and to be completed in fiscal year 1997. 

The current AFRC facilities, under the direction of the 63rd Armed Forces Reserve 

Command (ARCOM) has outgrown their existing facilities within the Las Vegas city limits, 

and cannot expand to meet current or future training and operational requirements for its 700 

member contingent. This is due to a lack of suitable available real estate at this location. 

Nellis AFB has tentatively agreed to citing the proposed AFRC/OMS facility in Area ID of 

Nellis AFB. 

Four alternatives are presented for the planned AFRC/OMS project: the proposed action to 

construct a new AFRC/OMS facility on 16.5-acres of land at the intersection of Range Road 

and DRMO Road; construct a similar facility on a smaller (10-acre) parcel of land at the 

same intersection; construction of a new 16.5-acre facility spanning DRMO Road on the 

west side of Range Road, or no action. 

The proposed action is to construct a new 16.5-acre facility, triangular in shape, at the 

intersection of Range Road and DRMO Road in Area m of Nellis AFB. The site would 

consist of three permanent structures: a 68,616 square ft (SF) training facility a 1,052 SF 

unheated storage facility, and a 14,775 SF maintenance facility. Additional site 

improvements would include a paved parking area of 15,607 square yards (SY) in the rear of 

the site for the AFRC contingent of heavy vehicles and equipment and a 9 ,142 SQ area for 

privately owned vehicles (POV). 

Alternative No. 1 to the proposed action would be to construct a smaller facility at the same 

ES-1 



iritersection of Rlmge Road :md L!IWO Road, compressing all operations into a 10-acre 

parcel. Buildings and parki11g artas would be sim!l .. ! il'l size to the proposed action. 

Selection of this alternative would require the relocation of two domestic water pipelines and 

pipeline easements crossing the ten acre parcel. This would require additional subsurface 

disturbance to the area and increase short term fugitive dust emissions in the area. 

Alternative No.2 would move the Organizational Maintenance Shop (OMS) and heavy 

equipment parking north of DRidO Road, further away from the Caffarelli Court and 

Family Campground area. AU structnres, parking, and open space would be the same as the 

proposed action. Table ES-T Jlresents a comparison of impacts for each alternative. 

The no a~t:a:.:.. ~:: enu;ive W'lt!lrl cu1<~inue Reservist activities at their current operating 

location in downtown Las Vegas. This alternative would negatively impact the Reserves 

ability to meet their specific missions of providing well trained personnel for service in the 

event of war or national disaster and would continue to contribute to the increased traffic 

congestion in the downtown Las Vegas area. The following table further illustrates the 

impacts of each alter·native considered in the development of the proposed project. 

ES-2 
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Issues 

Air Quality 

Noise 

Table ES-1 
Summary and Comparison or Impacts of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

Proposed Site Alternative# I AIIA!mative II 2 No Action 

Short-term - increase in PM10 (IS tons) Short-term - inc......, in PM10 (10 Short-term • increase in PM10 (IS No lmpld 

and CO (0.66Tons) emissions. The Tons) and CO (.SO Tons) Tons) and CO (0.66 Tons) 

PM,. emissions would be redooed by emissions. The PM,. emissions emissions. The PM,. emissions 

SO pen:ent by waterlog twice daily. would be redooed by so petcent would be redooed by SO pen:<:Dt 

CO emissions would be redooed by by watering twice daily. CO by watetina twice daily. CO 

limiting vehicle idle to less Ibm 3 emissions would be reduced by emissions would be redooed by 

minutes. Emissions are at de mlnlmw limiting vehicle idle to less tb.lll 3 limiting vehicle idle to less lb.lll 3 

levels. minutes. Emissions are at de minutes. Emissions are at de 

long-term • HETs exceed EPA mlnlmw levels. minimu.r levels. 

Standards for PM 10 and NO,,. The Long-term - HETs exceed EPA Long-teno • HETs exceed EPA 

Derertmcnt or the Army (DA ) has a Standards for PM •• and NO,. The Standards for PM,. and NO,. The 

Memorandum of Undersl.lllding DA bas a MOU (Oct88) DA bas MOU (Oct88) exempting 

(MOU) (Oct88) exempting vehicles. exempting vehicle. vehicles. 

Short-term • constructioo would be Short-term - coostJUCtioo would Short-lerm - coosti\ICiioo would Not~ 

temporary be temporary (less than 6 mootlu). be temporary (less than 6 months) 

(Jess than 6 months) and during week- and during week-day daylight and during week-day daylight 

day daylight hours. hours. hours. 

long-term - Operations of the HET Long-term - Operations of the Long-term - Operation or the 

vehicles in expected numbers would HET vehicles in expected numbers HET vehicles in expected numbers 

violate local noise ordinances for land would violate Local noise would violaiA! local noise 

~. A noise wall would be required ordinances for Land use. A noise ordinances at fence tine. Impact 

to reduce noise impact to Caffarelli waU would be required to reduce to Caffarelli Court would be 

Court to len than SS dBA. noise impact to Caffarelli Court to redooed significantly . 

less lb.lll 55 dBA. 
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WatuUae 

BioiOI)' 

Land Use 

Cultunl 
Resources 

Hazardous 
Moterials 
Management 

Ha1.8rdous 
Waste Mgmt 

Solid Waste 
Manaaement 

Sbofl·term· use of water for dust 
control llld by consttuetioo worlten 
provided by 1\lb-<:ont...aor 
Lon1·term ·Full-time staff · 136,000 
Gal/ Mo. 
R-nrists • 313,600 Gal/2-week 
period· No significant i"''*t. 

No Impact 

Resideatiai/Recreational/lodustrial 
Sbort·term • Temponry increaae in 
construction penonnel 
Lona-term • Potential conflict with 
Buo Comprehensive Plan 

No Impact 

Short-term • No impact 
Long-term • HAZMART use required· 
No impact 

Short-term • No significant impact 
Lona·term • RCRA Part B· Estimated 
ICSJ than 100 aallons/quarter of used 
oil. No impact 

Little solid waste. Use.~ existing Bo.<;e 
contractors. No impact 

Short-term · use of water for dust Short-term • 11116 of water for dust No Impact 
control llld by construclion control ODd by consttuetiOil 
workers provided by sub- workers provided by IUb-
conlnletor. conlnletor. 
Long-term • FuU-time staff· Lon1-term -Full-time staff. 
136,000 Gal/Mo. Reservists· 136,000 Gal/Mo. 
313,600 Oal/2· week period • No R-.vists • 313,600 Oal/2· week 
significant i"''*t. period • No significant iqJICI. 

Nolmpoct Nolmpect No!~ 

Residefttiai/Recrealiooalllodustrisl ResideatW/Recreatiooal/ Recidential/ 
Sbort-term • Temponry increaae Industrial. Commercial 
in const.ruction personnel. Sbort-teno • Temponry incnue 
Long-term - Less impact than tho in construction pereonnel 
proposed action but still Long-term· Acc:epllble use of 
inconsistent witb Base Base property. 
Comprehensive Plan. 

No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Sbort·term • No impact Sbort-term • No impact No Impact 
Long-term- HAZMART use Long-term • HAZMART...., 
required. No impact required-No impact 

Short-term - No significant impact Short-term • No significant impact No Impact 
Loog·term • RCRA Part B· Lona-term • RCRA Part B· 
Estimated less than I 00 Estimated less than I 00 - : 
gallons/quarter of used oil. No aalloos/quarter of used oil. No 
impact. impact 

Little solid wa.•te. Use.• existing Little solid waste. Uses c1isting No Impact 
Base contractors. No impact. Base contractors. No impacl. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In the spring of 1993, represem.ari;•tos <hm tht Cr i\ed .5tates (U.S.) Army approached Nellis 

Air Force Base (AFBJ about the potential for constructing an Armed Forces Reserve Center 

and Organizational Maintenance Shop (AFRC/OMS) at Nellis AFB, near Las Vegas, 

Nevada. The existing Reserve facilities, located at the southeastern edge of the Las Vegas city 

l.imits, were built for the U.S. Army, the U.S. Navy, and the U.S. Marine Corps Reserves in 

the early 1960s. It is overcrowded and C!:<tnot meet operational requirements. The lack of 

sufficient, suitable real estate for expansion in the nearby area further contributes to the 

overcr·owded condition. 

Discussions with Nellis AFB have identified a proposed construction site for the AFRC/OMS 

facility and two possible act.Vtl altematives on Base property. A 16.5-acre par·ce.l has been 

identified as a pote"tial site =n Area m of Nellis AFB that would satisfy the needs of the 

proposed facility. The planned fadlity would serve as the base of operations for 

appr·oximately 700 Reservists and consist of three permanent buildings and parking for 

personnel and military vehicles. The purpose of the proposed action is to construct a new 

AFRC/OMS that would fulfill the operational maintenance and training needs of the three 

Reserve organizatioris and allow each Branch of the military to fulfiJI their mission objectives 

of providing well trained personnel for rapid deployment in the event of war or national 

emergency. If approved, construction would be expected to start on the proposed facility in 

fiscal year 1996 and be completed in fiscal year 1997. This environmental assessment (EA) 

evaluates the impacts of the proposed AFRC/OMS facility, two action alternative sites, and 

no action. 

The proposed pr<'icct has the po~cntiat ~~.. i.npact a ir quality, noise, water resources (water 

usage >lnt'! , .,r,·.,ce w::ttr di:;d;::q;eJ, biological resou~ce., land use, traffic, cultural resources, 

and hazardous waste. Resources that are not expected to be impacted are: floodplains, 

grazing, minerals, and socioeconomics. Because these latter· resources are not 
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expected to be impacted, they are not discussed in the EA. 
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1.0 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

The U.S. Army Reserve, if, conjunclio!! with the U.S. Navy Reserve and the U.S. Marine 

Corps Reserve, propose to construct and maintain an Armed Forces Reserve 

Center/Organizational Maintenance Shop (AFRC/OMS) on Nellis Air Fot·ce Base (AFB) 

property. Construction is proposed to start in fiscal year 1996 and to be completed in fiscal 

year 1997. 

This environmental assessment (EA) was prepared in compliance with the National 

Environmental Poliry Act (NEPA) of 1969 (Public Law 91-190), and the implementing 

regulations of the President's Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR Parts 1500 

through 1508), which require Federal :~gencies to analyze the potential envit·onmental impacts 

of their proposed actions and 2lternatives to these actions. Air Force Instruction (AFl) 32-

7061 implements NEPA lllld CEQ regillations for the Air Force. Details of the environmental 

regulations guiding the Air Force's prep?.ration oi .·!EPA documents are presented in 32 CFR 

(Chapter Vll) Part 989. Further, the U. S. Air Force "Handbook to Environmenml Quality" 

provides guidance in achieving Air Force environmental goals. Army Regulations on the 

Environmenml Effects of Army Actions (AR200-l and AR200-2) and Navy/Marine Corps 

"Procedures for Implementing the National Environmenml Policy Act", 32 CFR (Chapter 

VD) Part 775, were all considered in the v;eparation of this EA. As a general rule, since the 

proposed facility would be located on Air Force property, A it· Force environmental 

regulations would be in effect. The exception to this rule is if the other service Branches 

impose more stringent environ mer. tal ccr.:rol regulations; in which case, their regulations 

would take precedence. The individual senrices Branches will be responsible for compliance 

with all permits and licenses issued i.t thetr names. 

1.1 Background 

The U.S. Army Reserve, the U.S. Navy Reserve, and the U.S. Marine Corps Reserve, under 

the dir·ection of the 63rd Regional Support '-.>mmand (RSC), currently 
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conduct military reserve activities at their existing facility at the southeastern edge of the Las 

Vegas, Nevada, city limits. As illustrated in figure 1-1, the Ryland G. Taylor AFRC/OMS 

facility is located on Sahara Avenue, one of the busiest east-west arterial roads in the Las 

Vegas area. The facility is overcrowded, outdated, and cannot meet the current or future 

training and operational requirements of the three military Branches. 

The existing AFRC Reserve facilities are aging and in need of significant improvements, are 

inadequate to meet the proposed mission of the 63rd ARCOM, and lack sufficient space to 

store the number of Heavy Equipment Transport (HET) vehicles planned for the facility. 

Undeveloped land does exist to the north of the existing AFRC site, but the area is 

surrounded by single family residences on the north and east sides. Two parks (Miller Park 

and Jaycee Park) are also in the immediate area. Figure 1-2 illustrates the composition of 

buildings on the same block as the existing AFRC facility. In addition to the buildings 

illustrated on figure 1-2, the state of Nevada Bradley Building is located on the southwest 

comer of the block. Also, the State of Nevada, Department of Agriculture, Weights and 

Measures Division occupies facilities on the same block, along McLeod St. The remainder 

of Sahara Avenue in the general area of the AFRC/OMS facility is comprised of retail 

shopping and automotive dealerships. 

The Anny Reserve approached Nellis AFB about the possibilities of constructing a new 

AFRC/OMS on Nellis AFB property. Nellis AFB personnel agreed to the potential of 

locating the AFRC/OMS facility on Nellis AFB property, thus creating the foundation and 

need for the preparation of this EA. 

Nellis AFB is located in the Great Basin area of Southwestern Nevada, approximately 10 

miles northwest of Lake Mead. The city of Las Vegas lies approximately 8 miles southwest 

of the Base, with the city of North Las Vegas lying between the Base and Las Vegas. Figure 

1-3 shows the general location of Nellis AFB. 

Nellis AFB land holdings consist of approximately 18 square miles subdivided into three 
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distinct areas. Area I, the Nellis Main Base; Area IT, the Munitions Area,; and Area m, 
which consists of housing, recreation, tank farms, and other military operations. The 

proposed action and the alternatives evaluated are all located in Area ill, within the 

boundaries of Section 33, Township 19 South, Range 62 East. Figure l-4 identifies the 

specific location of Area ill. 

1.2 Need for the Proposed Action 

The proposed AFRC/OMS facility would provide the 63rd ARCOM, Navy, and Marines 

with sufficient space and facilities to administer Reserve activities, conduct training, and 

provide individuallunit storage for equipment and stores to support a 700 member Reserve 

contingent. The facility would eliminate overcrowding at the current Taylor facility and 

reduce weekend traffic congestion on a busy section of Sahara A venue. Recorded traffic 

volumes on Sahara Avenue to the west of the existing site indicate an annual average daily 

traffic count of 52,800 vehicles in 1993 (NDOT, 1993) 

1.3 Decision to be Made 

Three action alternatives were examined as potential alternatives for the new facilities. The 

decision to be made is whether to (1) construct and operate a new Reserve facility of 

approximately 16.5-acres at the proposed site, south of DRMO Road, (2) construct and 

operate a smaller facility in the same area consisting of only 10 acres, (3) construct and 

operate a new Reserve facility of approximately 16.5-acres spanning both sides of DRMO 

Road, or (4) take no action. 

1.4 Environmental Issues and Scope of Analysis 

This EA examines the potential consequences·of constructing a new AFRC/OMS facility on 

Nellis AFB property in an unincorporated portion of Clark County, Nevada. The potential 

impacts to air quality, noise, water resources, biological resources, land use, traffic, 
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cultural resources, and hazardous wastes are evaluated under each action alternative. The 

impacts of taking no action are also reviewed as a part of this EA. 

Several resource types would not be impacted as part of the proposed action or no action 

alternative. These resources are wetlands, floodplains, grazing, minerals, and 

socioeconomics. 

1.5 Authorizing Actions 

Compliance with the regulatory requirements for the construction and operation of the 

AFRC/OMS facility is a combined effort of Nellis AFB, the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, and the Armed Forces Reserve Command. A final decision on the need for 

specific permits would be based on consultation with each responsible regulatory agency or 

permitting agency. 
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l.O DESCRIPI10N OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

l.l Proposed Action 

The United States Army Reserve, in conjunction with the U.S. Navy Reserve, and the U.S. 

Marine Corps Reserve, proposes to construct and operate a combined AFRC/OMS training 

facility at Nellis AFB, Las Vegas, Nevada. The entire facility would be built on a 16.5-

acre site at the intersection of Range Road and DRMO Road. This parcel is roughly 

triangular in shape with a 1600-foot frontage along Range Road and a 12QO-foot frontage 

along DRMO Road. Figure 2-1 illustrates the location of the project. 

Three distinct Armed Forces Reserve organizations would occupy the AFRC/OMS facility; 

the Army Reserves, the Navy Reserves, and the Marine Corps Reserves. The single 

largest user, both in terms of personnel and space, would be the U.S. Army's 257th 

Transport Company. This Company maintains and stores vehicles for the transport of tanks 

and other pieces of large equipment. Table 2-1 provides the equipment allowance list for the 

Las Vegas unit. 

Two Army Reserve Units are the U.S. Army's contingent of the AFRC/OMS. The U.S. 

Army mission requirements dictate the minimum space requirements for a new AFRC/OMS 

facility. The primary vehicles driving the space requirements are the Army's Heavy 

Equipment Transporter (HEI) vehicles and trailers utilized for hauling the MIA I main battle 

tank. Figure 2-2 illustrates the vehicle package. The overall size of the HET vehicle and 

trailer as a unit is 82 feet long by 8.5 feet wide. These dimensions are with the HET's side

view mirrors collapsed. Extension of the mirrors adds approximately four feet to the width 

of the vehicle. 

The U.S. Navy plans to relocate six U.S. Navy Reserve units to the AFRC/OMS facility. 

The Naval units are the: 1) Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activity, San Diego; 2) Forth 

Marine Division 2/23 Detachment F.; 3) Naval Hospital, Camp Pendleton D519; 4) 
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Table 2-1 
U.S. Army Reserve Equipment Allowance 

Description Requisition Authorized 

Charger Radiac Detect 5 5 
Compressor Unit 1 1 
Electric Transfer Keying 5 5 
Generator Set: DED Skid Mounted 1 1 
Generator Set: DED Skid Mounted 1 I 
Generator Set: DED Skid Mounted 1 I 
Generator Set: DED Skid Mounted 1 1 
Generator Set, Diesel Engine 1 1 
Installation Kit, MK 4 4 
Installation Kit, MK-1967 1 1 
Installation Kit, MK- 10 10 
Installation Kit, MK- 1 1 
Installation Kit, MK-2146 5 5 
Installation Kit, MK-2147 11 11 
Installation Kit, MK-2148 28 28 
Heater, duct type PTB 4 4 
Hose Assembly, Nonmet 16 16 
Installation Kit , MK-1443 29 29 
Kitchen Field Trailer 1 1 
Launcher, Grenade 4 4 
Light Set 1 1 
Machine Gun caliber 12 12 
Machine Gun 7.52 mill 4 4 
Mask CBR, Protective 299 253 
Multimeter Digital 12 12 
Mount Tripod Machine 12 12 
Mount Tripod Machine 4 4 
Mounter and Demounter 4 4 
Net Control Device I 1 
Night Vision Sight CR 6 6 
Night Vision Sight IN 2 2 
Night Vision Goggle 239 239 
Power Supply 1 1 
Pistol 9mm Automatic 1 1 
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Table 2-1 (Cont.) 
U. S. Army Reserve Equipment Allowance 

Description Requisition Authorized 

Radiometer 16 16 
Radio Set 43 43 
Radio Set I I 
Radio Set Control Grd 1 1 
Range Outfit Field 2 2 
Radiac Set 6 6 
Racliac Set 1 1 
Reeling machine Cable I I 
Reeling machine Cable 11 11 
Radio Test Set I I 
Rifle 5.56 mm 298 252 
Speech Security Equipment 45 45 
Shop Set 4 4 
Sanitation Center 1 1 
Semi Trailer Flatbed 2 2 
Semi Trailer Van 1 I 
Shop Equipment 1 I 
Tone Signalling Adapter I I 
Tool Outfit Hydraulic I I 
Telephone wire 2 2 
Shop Set Spare Parts 2 2 
Shop Set Spare Parts I 1 
Tape Reader General I 1 
Telephone Digital 2 2 
Truck Utility Cargo 11 11 
Truck Wrecker 4 4 
Truck Tank Fuel 4 4 
Switchboard Telephone I 1 
Telephone Set, TA-312 10 10 
Tent, Frame Type 4 4 
Power Supply Vehicle 45 45 
Tool Kit, Automotive 1 I 
Tool Kit, General Mechanical 7 7 
Tool Kit, General Mechanical 29 29 
Tool Kit, Carpenters l I 
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Table 2-1 (Cont.) 
U.S. Army Reserve Equipment Allowance 

Description Requisition Authorization 

Tool Kit, Electric 1 1 
Weld Shop Trailer 1 1 
Tool Kit, Small Arms 1 1 
Tool Kit, Welder 2 2 
Wireline Adapter 2 2 
Torch Outfit, Cutting 1 1 
Towbar Motor Vehicle 12 12 
Trailer Cargo 2 2 
Trailer Cargo 5 5 
Trailer Tank Water 2 2 
Truck Cargo 4 4 
Truck Cargo 1 1 
Truck Cargo 2 2 
Truck Tractor 2 2 
Truck Van Expansible 1 1 
Truck Van Shop 1 1 
Watch Wrist 29 24 
Wrench Impact 1 1 
Wrench Set Socket 1 1 
Semitrailer Lowbed 96 96 
Tent, Extendible 1 1 
Truck Tractor Heavy 96 96 
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Naval Hospital, Camp Pendleton Pl917; 5) Administration NMCB, Detachment 0817; 

and 6) the Vol~tary Training Unit 1903 G. The Navy's mission is to provide trained units 

and qualified personnel for active duty in the event of war or national disaster when 

authorized by law. Specific functions: to command and train assigned Naval Reserve 

forces; to ensure maximum readiness of Reservists in anticipation of rapid mobilization in 

the event of war or national emergency; and to serve as field manager for the Commander 

of Naval Reserve Readiness Command, Region 20, for assigned facilities, equipment and 

manpower resources. All units are currently operating out of the existing AFRC center in 

southeast Las Vegas. 

The U. S. Marine Corps would locate two Marine Corps Reserve units in the proposed 

AFRC/OMS facility. The Marine Corps Reserve units would consist of relocating the 

existing Infantry unit from the Taylor AFRC/OMS facility and creating a new Motor 

Transport Unit. The new Motor Transport unit would be for the western United States, 

established from components of existing Motor Transport units in the eastern U. S. Its 

purpose is to provide motor transport and maintenance training in support of the Marine 

Corps Twentynine Palms operations. Table 2-2 identifies the type of equipment that 

typically would be found in a Motor Transport unit. 

The proposed AFRC/OMS facility would include administrative areas, classrooms, library, 

learning center, assembly hall, arms vaults, woodworking shop, kitchen, medical 

examination rooms, medical storage, physical readiness area, locker rooms, 

individual/unit storage functions, vehicle repair bays, military equipment parking (MEP), 

and privately owned vehicle (POV) parking. The facility layout would be designed to 

maximize the existing project site contour by utilizing portions of the already excavated areas 

for retention ponds, while, at the same time, avoiding the existing water pipelines crossing 

the property. The Reserve center is sized to train approximately 700 Reserve members. A 

full-time staff of approximately 45 people would operate the facility during normal business 

hours. 
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Table 2-2 

U.S. Marine Corps. Equipment Allowance List 

Description 

Hummer Motor Vehciles 
Sixcon Fuel Pumps 
Sixcon Fuel Tanks (600gal.) 
DCC 353 Welder 
MK48 Diesel Power Units 
Assorted Trailers for Power Units 
5-Ton Diesel Trucks 
Water Trailer (400 gal.) 
2-112 Ton Trailers 

Quantity 

7 
2 
4 
1 
8 
8 
7 
1 
2 
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As stated earlier, the facility would be occupied by two U.S. Army Reserve units , six U.S. 

Navy Reserve units, and two U.S. Marine Corps Reserve units. Reserve meetings are 

normally conducted one or two nights per week and on weekends. The facility would 

require the construction of three permanent buildings. These include a 68,619 square foot 

(SF) two-story facility having an approximate foot print of 46,000 SF, a I, 152 SF unheated 

storage facility, and a 14,755 SF maintenance facility. Further, a 15,607 square yard (SY) 

area would be prepared for MEP (truck and trailer parking plus access) and 9,142 SY for 

POV parking, consisting of approximately 200 parking spaces. Figure 2-3 illustrates a 

conceptual design of the proposed AFRC/OMS facility. Figure 2-4 is a picture of the 

proposed site as it currently appears, looking south along DRMO Road. 

Staffing and operations conducted by each Service Branch differ in numbers and complexity. 

Table 2-3 illustrates the level of personnel planned to be on site during weekdays and 

weekends. The U.S. Navy would have the largest weekday staff, estimated to be 

approximately 30 people. The U.S. Marine Corps anticipates a full-time weekday staff of 7 

people, while the U.S. Anny is planning for 8 full time staff members. The weekday staff 

would work normal business hours. 

Reserve operations also vary by Branch of the Service. The U.S. Army anticipates that the 

facility would be used by up to 20 people one night per week. Reservists would meet three 

weekends per month, consisting of approximately 233 service personnel. Once each month, 

approximately 24 of the HEr vehicles would be operating at the same time as a part of U.S. 

Army training and maintenance exercises. 

The Navy Reserves would be on site two weekends per month. Approximately 5()-60 people 

would participate in weekend drills. Once or twice a year, a maximum of 260 personnel 

would be on site for a weekend period. 

The Marine Corps Reserves anticipate 4()-60 Reservists one weekend per month. These 

same Reservists would go into the field off of the facility for two weeks once each year. 
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Figure 2-3 Proposed Action Site Conceptual Design 
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Organization 

U.S. Army Reserves 

U.S. Navy Reserves 

U.S. Marine Corps. Reserves 

Table 2-3 

AFRC/OMS Staffmg 

Weekday 

50 

8 

_7_ 

65 

Weekend Peak* 

233 

260 

60 

553 

• Peak personnel during summer drills. Not all in the field at the same time . 
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Specific maintenance operations to be conducted by each Branch of the Service varies to a 

great degree. The U.S. Army would train on and maintain all stationed Army vehicles 

conducting operations ranging from oil changes to engine overhaul. 

2.1 Alternatives to the Proposed Action 

Two viable action alternative sites were identified in Area nr of Nellis AFB as potential 

candidate sites besides the proposed action site. Several criteria were used to determine. the 

feasibility and reasonableness of the alternative sites for the proposed Reserve facility and to 

compare their suitability to the proposed action site. These criteria, and the alternatives 

considered, are shown on Table 2-4. 

2.2.1 Alternative No. 1: Range Road/DRMO Road 10-acre site. 

Under this alternative, the AFRC/OMS facilities would be built on a 10-acre parcel of land 

at the same intersection of Range Road and DRMO Road. Dimensions for this parcel are 

approximately 660' x 660'. The facility would require the construction of three permanent 

buildings. These include a 68,619 SF two-story training facility having an approximate foot 

print on the site of 46,000 SF, a 1,152 SF unheated storage facility , and 14,755 SF 

maintenance facility. Further, a 15,607 SY area would be prepared for MEP (truck 

parking) and 9,142 SY for POV parking. The facility would be designed to house the same 

number of reservists and store similar quantities of vehicles, equipment and operating 

facilities as the proposed action. Figure 2-5 shows a conceptual design of alternative No. 1. 

2.2.2 Alternative No. 2: North of DRMO Road 

A second alternative to the proposed action would be to separate the training operations from 

the maintenance facility. The training facility would be constructed identical to the proposed 

action at the intersection of DRMO Road and Range Road, on the south side of DRMO 
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Table 2-4 
Site Selection Criteria 

Selection Criteria Proposed Action Allemative No. 1 Alternative No. 2 No Action 

Is Air Qualily Yes Yes Yes None 

Impacted 

Is Noise a Factor Yes Yes No None 

Is Water Quality an No No No None 

Issue 

Is Biology an Issue No No No None 

Is Land Use Impacted Yes Yes Yes None 

Are Cultural None None None None 

Resources Affected 

Is Hazardous Yes Yes Yes No Impact 

Materials Management 
Required 

Is Hazardous Waste Yes Yes Yes No Impact 

Management Issue 

Is Recycling Required Yes Yes Yes No Impact 

Is Solid Waste Yes Yes Yes No Impact 

Management Required 
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Figure 2-5 Alternative No. 1 Site Conceptual Design 
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Road. The site would occupy approximately 10 acres and would consist of a 68,619 SF two

story training facility having a footprint of approximately 46,000 SF and a 1,152 SF 

unheated storage facility. A 9 ,142 SY area for POV parking would also be a part of this 

site. 

The OMS and MEP would be constructed north of DRMO Road, on approximately 6.5 

acres of land between Range Road and the Railroad tracks to the west. The maintenance 

building would consist of approximately 14,755 SF and the MEP would be approximately 

15,607 SY. These facilities would be designed to house the same number of vehicles, 

equipment, and operating facilities as the proposed action. Figure 2-6 illustrates the location 

of the OMS facility north of DRMO Road. 

2.2.3 No Action 

Under this alternative, the U.S. Army Reserve, the U.S. Navy Reserve, and the U.S. 

Marine Corps Reserve would continue to use the same units that they are currently occupying 

thereby contributing further to the existing overcrowded operating conditions of the Reserve 

Units and continue to negatively impact traffic in southeastern Las Vegas. Plans for the 

formation of two new service units (one Army and one Marine) would not be possible, 

thereby adversely impacting two Branches of the military in carrying out their respective 

missions. 

2.3 Comparison or Proposed Actions and Alternatives 

A total of three action alternative sites were selected and·evaluated for the proposed 

AFRC/OMS facility in the Las Vegas area: the proposed action site and two alternatives. 

All sites are located within Area m of Nellis AFB. 

Section 2.2 and Table 2-2 presented the rationale and criteria utilized in the formal site 

selection process. The three sites selected during this evaluation then formed the basis for 
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the preparation of this EA. Table 2-5 summarizes and compares the major environmental 

impacts for the proposed action and each of the alternatives considered in this assessment 

including No Action. Further details of the individual impacts examined in this EA can be 

found in Section 4.0, Environmental Impacts of Proposed Actions and Alternatives. 
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Tablel-5 
Summary and Comparison or Impacts or the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

Issues Proposed Site Alternative II I Alternative II 2 No Acdon 

Air Quality Short-term- increase in PM,. (IS tons) Short-term- increa.oe in PM,. (10 Short-term- increase in PM10 (IS No Impact 

and CO (0.66Toos) emissions. The Tons) and CO (.SO Tons) Tons) and CO (0.66 Tons) 

PM,. emissions would he reduced by emissions. The PM,. emissions emissions. The PM,. emissions 

SO percent by watering twice daily. would he reduced by SO percent would he reduced by SO peroent 

CO emissions would he reduced by by watering twice daily. CO by watering twice daily. co 
limitins vehicle idle to less than 3 emissions would he reduced by emissions would he reduced by 

minutes. Emissions are at d~ mlnlmu.s limiting vehicle idle to less than 3 limiting vehicle idle to Jess than 3 

levels. minutes. Emissions are at de minutes. Emissions are at tk 

Long-term- HETs e•ceed EPA minimu.s levels. minimu.r levels. 

Standard., for PM10 and NO, ,. The Long-term - HETs e•cced EPA Long-term - HETa e•ceed EPA 

Department of the Army (DA ) has a Standards for PM 10 and NO,. The Standards for PM 10 and NO, . The 

Memorandum of Understanding DA has a MOU (Oet88) DA has MOU (Oet88) exempting 

(MOU) (Oct88) e•empting vehicles. e•empting vehicle. vehicles. 

Noise Short-term - coos1Juclion would he Short-term - eooslruc:tion would Short-term - cons1Juclion would NolmpiiCI 

temporary he temporary (less than 6 months) be temporary (less than 6 IIIOlltbs) 

(less than 6 IIIOlltbs) and durins week- and during week-day daylight and during week-day daylight 

day daylight hours. hours. hours. 

Long-term - Operations of the HET Long-term - Operations of the Long-term - Operation of tbe 

vehicles in e•peeted numbers would HET vehicles in e•peeted numbers HET vehicles in ••peeled numbers 

violate local noise ordinances for land would violate local noise would violate local noise 

use. A noise wall would be required ordinances for land use. A noise ordinances at feoce line. Impact 

to reduce aoise impact to Caffarelli wall would be required to reduce to Caffarelli Court would be 

Court to less tban 55 dBA. noise impact to Caffarelli Court to reduced significantly . 
less tban SS dBA. 



Water Uae Short-term- use of war« for dust Short-term- use of water for dllsl Short-term • use of water for dllsl No llllf*'t 
cootrol and by construetioo wotlcers control and by constnJctioo control and by eoostructioo 
provided by wiH:ontrutor wotlcers provided by sui>- woricetl provided by wl>-
Long-term · Full-time staff · 136,000 eoottactor. conttactor. 
Gal/Mo. Long-term - Full-time staff- Lone-term -Full-time staff· 
Reservist& · 313,600 Oal/2-wedc 136,000 Oai/Mo. Reservists- 136,000 Oai/Mo. 
period- No significant illlf*'t. 313,600 Gal/2- wedc period · No Reservist& · 313,600 Oal/2- wedc 

significant impact. period - No significant i~. 

Biology No Impact No Impact NolmpiiCI No lmpiiCI 

Land Uae Residentia!IReereatiooal/lndllslrial Residentiai/Reereatiooal/lodllslrial Residentiai/Reereatiooal/ Residential/ 
Short-term · Temporary increase in Short-term - Temporary increase Industrial . Commercial 
construction penonnel in construction personnel. Short-term - Temporary increase 
Long-term • Potential connict with Long-tenn - Us! impact than tho in construction petiOI\nel 
Base Comprehensive Plan proposed action but still Long-term - Acceptable use of 

inconsistent with Base ea..e property. 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Cultural No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 
Resources 

Hazardous Short-term • No impact Short-term • No impact Short-term - No impact No Impact 
Materials Long-term • HAZMART usc required- Long-term - HAZMART use Long-term - HAZMART usc 
Management NoimpiCt required. No impact required-No impact 

Hazardous Short-term - No significant impact Short-term - No significant impact Short-term - No tignificant impact No Impact 
Waste Mgmt Long-term • RCRA Part B· Estimated Long-term • RCRA Part B- Lona· term - RCRA Part B-

less than too aallons/quarter of used Estimated less than 100 Estimated Ius than 100 
oil. No impact gallons/quarter of used oil. No gallons/quarter of u.'lod oil. No 

impact. impact 

Solid Waste Little solid W11Ste. Uses elisting Base Little solid waste. Uses existing Little 110lid waste. U~eS existing No Impact 
Management contractors. No impact Base cootractors. No impact. Base contractors. No impact. 



3.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE EXISTING ENVIRONMENT 

As stated in Section 2.0, the project study area (containing the proposed site and the two 

action alternatives) is located in Area m of the Nellis AFB complex, to the north of the 

Main Nellis AFB site. All sites are accessed by driving north of the Main Nellis AFB 

complex along Range Road. Although this is a private road, use of the road is not restricted 

in any manner and can be accessed by the general public. None of the three sites are 

protected by fencing to limit access nor are they identified specifically as Nellis AFB 

property. 

The description of the existing environment generally applies to all of the candidate sites 

examined. This is true for climate, air quality, geologic setting, minerals, water, land 

use, and traffic. The existing environment for biology and cultural resources, although 

generally identical, differ to some degree due to the extensive disturbance already occurring 

at most of the proposed action site. Where specific existing environment characteristics are 

identified, they will be discussed under the specific discussion topic. For example, a 

discussion on biological resources will highlight the disturbance already occurring over most 

of the proposed project site. 

The Las Vegas Valley is one of the driest and warmest areas in the nation. The climate 

consists of hot summers, cool winters, and a wide fluctuation in annual rainfall. Summer 

temperatures above 105 degrees F. and winter temperatures below freezing are relative! y 

common. The average daily minimum and maximum temperatures during the winter months 

are about 35 degrees and 60 degrees F. During the summer nights, minimum temperatures 

average 70 to 75 degrees F. The frost free period averages about 241 days per year. 

The climate of the Las Vegas Valley is typical of the Basin and Range Province ranging from 

arid in the basin lowlands, to semi-arid on the alluvial aprons, to sub-humid in the 

mountains. The arid climate of the basin lowlands is characterized by low relative humidity, 

low precipitation, and a wide variety of diurnal temperatures. 
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Evaporation in the Las Vegas Valley is high. This is partially due to the high annual average 

temperature, but is also influenced by wind and the prevalent low humidity. The average 

relative humidity is about 20 percent, and summer readings of Jess than 10 percent are 

frequent. 

Most of the precipitation in the Las Vegas area falls during the months of July and August 

and the winter months. The precipitation in July and August is from localim:l high-intensity 

thunderstorms of short duration. The precipitation falling during the winter months is 

usually from regional storms of longer duration and of lower intensity. Precipitation falls 

chiefly as rainfall in the basin lowlands. 

Strong winds are common in the area throughout the year, but are most prevalent during the 

spring months. Winds frequently blow from the southwest or northwest and are strongly 

influenced by the surrounding mountain topography. The mean wind velocity is nine miles 

per hour (MPH), but velocities in excess of 50 mph are experienced occasionally during the 

passage of a major frontal weather system. 

The Las Vegas area is part of the basin and range physiographic provence, consisting of a 

desert basin flanked by mountain ranges on all sides. Nellis AFB is situated west of the 

River Mountains (maximum elevation 4,054 feet) on the northeastern edge of the Valley. In 

addition to the River Mountains, the Las Vegas Valley is surrounded by three additional 

mountain ranges: the Las Vegas Range and the Sheep Range (maximum elevation 9,750 

feet) to the north; by the Spring Mountains (maximum elevation 11,918 feet) to the west; 

and by the McCullough Range (maximum elevation 5,092 feet) to the south. The Spring 

Mountains and the Sheep Range consist primarily of sedimentary rocks. The McCullough 

Range and the River Mountains represent an igneous sequence that topographically closes the 

basin to the south. Figure 3-1 illustrates the major geologic features in the area. 
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Figure ~ 1 ~or Geologic Features 
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The Las Vegas Valley is characterized by both bedrock and valley fill as the major geologic 

units of the Valley. Quaternary alluvial fan deposits coalesce along the mountain fronts 

fanning a continual slope down into the valley floor. The boundary between the main 

alluvial fans and the mountains is marked by an abrupt change in slope as well as formation 

material. In the upper part of the alluvial fans, the materials consist of poorly sorted 

cobbles, boulders, sand, and gravel. At the lower elevations, materials become less 

coarse, more rounded and better sorted, and grade into fine sand, silt, and clay material 

deposited in the playa-like bottoms of the valley. 

The water-bearing properties of the valley fill are not constant throughout the basin. The 

two unconsolidated sediments that fill the valley basin comprise the principal water-bearing 

units for the Las Vegas Valley, including Nellis AFR There are two principal geologic 

units within the Las Vegas Valley fill: the Muddy Creek Formation, consisting of fine 

sand, silt, and clay; and alluvium, including the Las Vegas Formation, consisting of 

gravel, sand, silt, and clay. 

3.1 Air Quality 

The Federal rules governing conformity determinations were promulgated November 30, 

1993, (58FR 63214 pursuant to section 176(c)(4) of the Clean Air Act Amendments. 

Subpart A relates to transportation plans, programs and projects developed, funded or 

approved by the United States Department of Transportation (DOT) and by Metropolitan 

Planning Organizations (MPOs) or other recipients of funds under Title 23 U.S.C. of the 

Federal Transit Act. Subpart B, General Conformity, of the same rule, relates to projects 

not covered as a part of Subpart A actions. The AFRC/OMS is a General Federal Action 

subject to Subpart B, general Conformity. 

Federal Conformity Rules prohibit any activity which does not conform to an applicable State 

Implementation Plan for air quality. Since the Clark County Air Pollution Control District 

has not yet received EPA approval for its State Implementation Plan for carbon monoxide 
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(CO) nor has it completed its SIP for PM10., the Federal conformity rules are automatically 

enforced in the state. Conformity rules are applied to Federal actions for each pollutant 

where the total of direct and indirect emissions in a non-attainment or maintenance area 

caused by a Federal Action would equal or exceed any of the rates identified in rule 

§51.853(b)(1)(2). 

The Las Vegas metropolitan area is currently classified as non-attainment for carbon 

monoxide (CO) and as serious non-attainment for particulate matter less than 10 microns 

(PM1o). Emission inventories for the area indicate that a substantial amount of PM10 is the 

result of natural processes, such as wind erosion from vacant land and the general building 

explosion in the Las Vegas area. Mineral extraction operations in the northeast and southeast 

parts of the Clark County Planning area also contribute to the area PM10 emissions problem. 

Las Vegas is rated as one of the five worst areas of the United States for PM10 emissions 

according to the Clark County Department of Comprehensive Planning and the Clark County 

Health District. 

To help bring Clark County into compliance with EPA standards by the year 2000, the 

APCD has set the following priorities: 

• To reduce the emissions of particulate (PM10), carbon monoxide (CO), 

pollen, and Hydrogen sulfide; 

• To maintain compliance status for ozone, nitrogen dioxide (N00, and sulfur 

dioxide (SOJ; 

• To assure compliance with Clean Air Act and Board of Health mandates; and 

• To track developments related to energy, climate change policy, industrial 

growth, clean air corridors, and urban growth. 
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Efforts to improve the air quality in the Las Vegas area are starting to show some signs of 

taking effects. The oxygenated fuel program has been in place for five (5) winters. Figure 

3-2 illustrates an 18 year history of CO emissions at the Clark County Health District 

Offices. These results show a significant improvement in the CO emissions rate in the last 

four (4) sample years (Clark County Health District, 1993). The decrease in CO is even 

more dramatic, considering the population growth experienced by Las Vegas in recent 

years. 

Efforts to reduce PM10 have also been successful. Annual average values have fallen from 

their peak levels reached in 1990. The level of PM10 emissions has steadily increased in the 

past three years, but these levels are still considerably below the 1990 emissions level. A 

number of areas in the Valley still however, exceed the 24-hour standard, apparently due to 

nearby sources of fugitive dusL Figure 3-3 illustrates the fugitive dust emissions (PM11J 
history in Clark County. 

Air pollutants in the area of Nellis AFB are generated by numerous Nellis AFB on-site 

sources and from the surrounding areas. These sources include aircraft flight operations, 

aircraft and ground-maintenance operations, aerospace ground-equipment operations, 

surface coating operations, fire training exercises, motor vehicle operations, fuel storage 

and refining, and heating and power production. 

Current hydrocarbon emissions from the area of the proposed AFRC/OMS site include: fuel 

storage facilities located southeast of the site along Range Road, rail tanker cars parked 

along rail spurs; the maintenance facility to the northwest of the site; and industrial 

complexes further north along Range Road. 

3.2 Noise 

Development in areas surrounding air installations, underlying military training routes 

{MTRs) and military operating areas (MOAs), result in exposure of the public to noise 
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Figure 3-2 Eighteen Year History of CO Emissions 
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associated with militar.r aircraft operations and ancillary efforts. The Noise Control Act of 

1972 established that Federal Agencies, when engaged in an activity resulting in the emissions 

of noise, should comply with Feder·al, state, inter·state, and local requirements, respecting the 

control and abatement of noise to the same e:~.tent as private entities. State, regional, and local 

governmental agencies may develop zonins and planning ordinances which have the potential 

to affect Air Force Installations and their operations. 

Existing noise levels in the Nellis AFB area are a mi:~.ture of noise intensities ranging from 

aircraft operations nearby at Nellis Main Base in Area I to the typical noise characteristic of 

an industrial area. The primary noise source in the affected area is the Nellis runway 

operations with thousands of sorties flown each year. Figure 3-4 illustrates the existing noise 

zones at Nellis AFB. The site for the proposed AFRC/OMS facility currently receives noise 

exposure levels up to 70 dB in intensity. 

Noise regulations for· Clark County are ref~renced in "The General Conditions Code Book" 

under Title 29.44 . .1 00, Noise. Noise limits are categorized by octave range at the boundary line 

of the property. Additional night time restrictions also apply between the hours of 9:00PM 

and 7:00AM. Night time noise level limits identify the maximum noise level that may occur 

within 500 feet of a r·esidence. Table 3-1 presents the Clark County noise ordinances. 

The primary industrial noise near th.: proposed site would be expected from the heavy trucks 

operating along Range Road. Table 3-2 provides an indication of the currently intensity of 

background noise levels that might be encountered in the area of the proposed AFRC/OMS 
facility. 

3.3 Water 

The following sections discuss the surface water, groundwater, water use, and waste water 

characteristics of the Nellis AFB area. No wetlands exist on the proposed site or any of the 
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Figure 3-4 Existing Nellis AFB Noise Zones 
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Table 3-1 

Clark County Noise Ordinance Standards* 

Time Allowed Octave Range Maximum Limirs(dBA) 

Day tirne(7:00AM-9:00PM) 
20-300cycles 60 

300-2400cycles 45 

above 2400 cycles 35 

Night time (9:00PM-7:00AM)** 

20-300cycles 55 

300-2400cycles 40 

above 2400 cycles 30 

* Title 29.44.100, Noise 

** Within 500 feet of a residence 
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Table 3-2 

Intensity of Various Sounds 

Sound Source 

Jet plane at 30 m 
Threshold of pain 
Loud indoor rock concert 
Siren at 30m 
Auto interior, moving at 90 km/h 
Busy street traffic 
Ordinary conversation at 50 em 
Quiet radio 
Whisper 
Rustle of leaves 
Threshold of hearing 
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Intensity Level( dB) 

140 
120 
120 
100 
75 
70 
65 
40 
20 
10 
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alternative sites. 

3.3.1 Surface Water 

Nellis AFB can be characterized by a lack of perennial streams throughout the Nellis AFB 

area. Natural surface runoff does occur, but it is limited to the infrequent storms that occur 

throughout the Valley area. I...ocali2ed thunderstorms can produce significant, high-intensity, 

and short duration rainfall events that can result in flooding. Storms occurring during the 

winter months are normally of less intensity and do not have a high flooding potential 

associated with the term event. 

Water runoff from either type of storm event does not represent a major source of 

groundwater recharge. Some surface water does percolate to the shallower aquifer, 

however, the majority of the storm water leaves the basin through the Las Vegas Wash. 

Surface drainage in the vicinity of the project study area leaves the area primarily through 

the East Las Vegas Range Wash which is the major drainage wash near Nellis AFB. This 

wash generally runs parallel to Las Vegas Boulevard, approximately 1000 feet south of the 

proposed AFRC/OMS site. Figure 3-5 illustrates the surface water drainage patterns in the 

area around Nellis AFB. The approximate 100-year floodplain is also illustrated on this 

figure, demonstrating that Area III of Nellis AFB is not in the 100-year floodplain. 

3.3.2 Groundwater 

In the Nellis AFB area, groundwater occurs within the valley sediments. A significant 

portion of the Base's water supply is obtained from on-base water wells. Figure 3-6 

illustrates the location of the on-site water wells. In addition to the on-site wells, there are 

two active wells located about 4 miles west of the Base on Craig Road. These wells are 

located in an area where the aquifers are more permeable, providing a higher water yield 

rate. 
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Originally groundwatu levels were at or near the surface throughout a large area of the Las 

Vegas Valley. In the vicinity of Nellis AFB, the potentiometric surface was zero to 50 feet 

below the surface prior to the development of the Las Vegas area. 

As metropolitan Las Vegas developed, the demand for groundwater increased to the point 

where 80,000 acre-feet per year were pumped out of the Las Vegas Valley aquifers in the early 

1970's. This pumpage rate represented extraction at over twice the estimated aquifer recharge 

rate, creating a progressive decline in gr·oundwatcr levels. 

Later in the 1970's, Las Vegas ceased it~ !'ram a tic rlependency on area groundwater with the 

completion of a pipeline to Lake Mead. This allowed Las Vegas to tap into the Colon1do River 

water supply. The long-term decline in groundwater levels stopped with the completion of the 

Lake Mead pipeline. Area monitor wells have shown a recharge to the Las Vegas aquifer. The 

depth to groundwater beneath Nellis AFB ranges from 60 -120 feet for the shallow aquifer 

while the deeper aquifer is 600-1000 feet deep. Groundwater levels in Aren m and nt the smnll 

arms rnnge become progressively deeper towards tbe mountains. 

3.3.3 Water Use 

Potable water for current operations at Nellis AFB is provided by three sources. Tbe first is 

potable water from 10 wells in Areal and west of Craig Road; the second is potable water 

from the Colorado River; an<! ~he third is non-potnble w·lter from four wells in Area II. In 

addition to these sources, the City of North Lns Vegas, supplies a Depnrtment of Energy 

fncility on Base and the new VA/USAF hospital with comparatively smnll amounts of wnter. 

Nellis AFB gets npproximately 25 percent of its potable water from the 10 Base wells thnt 

dmw from the lower aquifer underlying the base. 

Colorado River water is delivered from the Colorado River Commission (CRC) via pipelines 

owned and operated by the Las Vegas Valley Water District. Major (12-18 inch) water service 

supply pipelines in the area supply ~ellis AFB and the water needs of the adjacent areas. 
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Nellis AFB has contracted with CRC for the purchase of 4,000 acre-feet of water per year with 

a maximum draw of six cubic feet per second. Nellis does not currently consume its full 

allotment of water from CRC. Nellis AFB is however, exceeding its maximum draw rate of six 

cubic feet per second during peak wh!.ctmwal rates in the summer months. This fact 

illustrates the need to address tempor:uy water storage fadlities to eliminate the excess draw 

down rather than any othe1· change in operating philosophy. 

3.3.4 Water Quality 

The term waste water covers a broad scope of water quality concerns which may affect many 

natm·al water resources. The Clean Water Act (CWA), a 1977 reauthorization of previous 

legislation known as the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (FWPCA), is the principal 

Federal legislation which addresses the control of water pollution. The CWA makes it illegal 

for any person, including those on Federal facmties, to discharge pollutants from an industrial 

or domestic point source into the waters of the United States without permission. The CWA 

also establishes the NPDES program for the issuance of such permits. 

Stot·mwater permits are required by federal law for construction activities that disturb five or 

more acres of land and discharge stormwater to the waters of the United States. The State of 

Nevada has been issued a general permit, Permit No. GNV0022241, to meet this requirement. 

The project applicant is required to submit a notice of intent (NOI), prepare a stormwater 

pollution prevention plan, and submit a $200.00 fee no later than two days prior to the start of 

construction. 

There are no groundwater monitoring wells in the proposed and alternative locations. Known 

groundwater contamination of the shallow aquifer exists across and down gradient. Across 

Range Road east of the proposed location, groundwater contamination from hydrocarbons 

does exist beneath the CAL-NEV fuel farm. 

3.4 Biology 

The Las Vegas Valley contains a diverse array of vegetation types. The study area lies between 

the Mojave Desert to the west and south and the Great Basin Desert to the north. A 
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transitional zone, which includes the Las Vegas area, extends west from southwestern Utah 

to southern California. 

The most widespread biotic community in the vicinity of Nellis AFB is the creosote bush 

community comprised primarily of creosote bush and bursage. In undisturbed areas around 

Nellis AFB, these shrubs grow in scattered clumps that increase in density near water 

sources. The density of plant communities within Area Ill of Nellis AFB is reduced 

compared to naturally occurring undisturbed communities in other areas of the valley. This 

is a result of area development and public intrusion impacting the survivability of fragile 

desert vegetation. Although no protected plant species were observed during the site visit, 

an unconfirmed identification of the California desert poppy (Arctomecon ca!ifornica) has 

been reported in an area northeast of Area rn. 

As stated earlier, the preferred site for locating the AFRC /OMS facility has been highly 

disturbed as a result of the surface excavation of almost 6-feet of materials over most of the 

site. The site is almost totally void of vegetation and animal life. Because of the site's close 

proximity to Range Road and corresponding vehicular traffic, the site has also been used as 

a refuse dumping ground by many area visitors. Figure 3-7 illustrates some of the debris 

found along the perimeter of the proposed site. 

The areas of least disturbance remaining at the site are the United States Geological Survey 

(USGS) Bench Mark and the site perimeter areas. The mound remaining in place near the 

center of the site contains the U.S.G.S. bench mark. The site's perimeters contain limited 

plant population due to the site's usage for disposal of refuse and other materials. 

A survey of the site vegetation showed a sparse population density of creosote bushlbursage 

(Larrea tridentata/Ambrosia dumosa), and several globe mallow (Sphaeralcea ambigua) and 

saltbushes (Atriplex spp). Several annual forbes and annual grass species were observed on 

site, but few of these species were identifiable due to their poor condition during this winter 

survey. 
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Figure 3-7 Existing Site Debris 
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Alternative Site No.1, a smaller square parcel within the 30-acre site of the proposed action. 

shows even greater disturbance than the proposed action site. A higher percentage of the 

property has been excavated, resulting in less site vegetation. 

The perimeter of the proposed AFRC/OMS site might be classified as a potential habitat for 

several protected animal species by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service and the State of 

Nevada, but a visual survey of the property indicated no populations of protected species. 

The desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), a Federally-threatened species; the chuckwalla 

(Sauromalus obesus), the spotted bat (Euderma maculatum), and the Gila Monster 

(Heloderma suspectum), a State of Nevada protected species, are all potential visitors to the 

site. However, the heavy disturbance to the site already, the lack of vegetative cover, and 

the trash remaining on-site, limits the attractiveness of the site to most animals. This 

factor, together with the sites close proximity to two roads (Range Road and DRMO Road), 

make the site very unappealing to animal populations. 

On August 21, 1991, Nellis AFB requested a formal consultation with the U.S. Fish & 

Wildlife Service for proposed developments on Nellis AFB property. On May 12, 1992, 

the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service released a Biological Opinion for the Proposed Operation 

of Existing Facilities and Development on the Nellis Air Force Base. This formal 

consultation process, pursuant to Section 7-of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 

amended, identified those species that may potentially be impacted by development at Nellis 

AFB. The only species listed in this Biological Opinion was the Desert Tortoise (Gopherus 

agassizii). The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service states: 

"It is our Biological Opinion that the proposed operation of existing facilities on 

Nellis in Las Vegas, Nevada, is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of 

the threatened Mojave population of the desert tortoise. Critical habitat was 

designated for the Beaver Dam Slope subpopulation in Utah in 1980, but not for the 

subpopulation in Arizona, California, and Nevada. Therefore, no critical habitat 

will be destroyed or adversely modified by these activities. • 
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Further, significant Mojave Desert Tortoise surveys were completed by Sierra Delta 

Corporation in 1991 on and around Nellis AFB property as part of a Biological Assessment 

for the tortoise. Area 6, a parcel of 245 acres located northwest of the proposed site, 

showed no signs of the Mojave Desert Tortoise. 

Other sensitive species that have been identified by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service that 

could be found in the area include: the spotted bat (Euderma maculatum), and the 

loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus). Both of these species are federal category-2 species 

but are unlikely to occur on site due to lack of suitable habitat. The Gila monster 

(Heloderma suspectum), is a State of Nevada protected species. 

Alternative No. 2, consisting of approximately 6.5 acres north of DRMO Road for 

construction of the OMS and MEP parking, contains the same species of plants found on the 

proposed site. Creosote bush, bursage and salt bushes dominate the landscape and occur to 

a greater degree than on the proposed action site. Although the site is less disturbed than the 

proposed site, it still shows signs of disturbance and contains no protected species of plants 

or animals. 

3.5 Land Use 

Nellis AFB and parts of the surrounding land area falls in an unincorporated township of 

Northwest Clark County. The land use plan developed for Nellis AFB has established the 

goals, objectives, and policies to meet the future development and planning requirements 

for the Nellis site. The Clark County Department of Comprehensive Planning is the major 

controlling agency overseeing growth in the community surrounding the Nellis AFB. 

The dominant land use feature in northeastern Clark County is Nellis AFB. The Base 

consists of 11,496.8 acres, or 17.96 square miles of land area. Area III is the location of a.!! 

project alternatives and is situated northwest of the Main Nellis Site (Area I site). Area III 

contains 1. 9 square miles or 11 percent of the total Nellis land area. The area is separated 

51 



··· ··· - -··. ····- -···· -- ··· -··- ···- · ....... . ... ..... ····--·····-- -- - - ···- .. . .. 

from the other two Base areas by Las Vegas Boulevard to the southeast of the proposed site 

and consists of a mixed use of open space, family housing, industrial development, and 

recreational uses. Approximately 865 acres are open space, 200 acres are housing, and 111 

acres are industrial. Twenty one acres are utilized for outdoor recreation. 

Area III usage surrounding the proposed site consists of industrial developments to the east of 

Range Road in the form of fuel storage tanks (both Cal-Nev and Nellis AFB sites); railroad 

spurs, auto wrecking and salvage operations to the northwest of the site (on the west side of 

Range Road); and commercial development along Las Vegas Blvd. to the southwest of Craig 

Road. 

Specific Nellis AFB developments in area III consist of: the outdoor recreation area to the 

south of the proposed facility, the Nellis Federal Hospital located to the west of Range 

Road along Las Vegas Blvd., and the family housing (Caffarelli Court) to the southwest of 

the Family Camp. The Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office (DRMO) and Security 

Police occupy facilities to the northwest of the site, along DRMO Road. 

Primary opportunities for commercial development in the area lie west of Nellis Blvd., 

approximately one mile from the proposed site at its nearest point. The Clark County 

Comprehensive Plan agrees with the promotion of this area (west of Nellis Blvd in that 

commercial development in this manner will help protect operations at Nellis AFB and limit 

the focal point of area development away from the Base. Development of this nature will 

also provide economic benefit to the local community. 

3.6 Traffic 

The Traffic Section of the Research Division at the Nevada Department of Transportation 

(NDOT) is responsible for the collection, tabulation, and analysis of traffic trends 

throughout the state. In 1993, the Traffic Section monitored daily traffic volumes on a 

continuous hourly basis at two traffic count stations located in the vicinity of Nellis AFB. 
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The closest, Station 200, is located 0.2 mile north of the main gate to Nellis AFB, on Las 

Vegas Boulevard. The Second Station, Station 201, also located on Las Vegas Blvd, is 

northeast of the Nellis AFB site, approximately halfway between Nellis AFB and Interstate 

Highway 15. 

It should be noted that traffic counts have dropped dramatically at Station 200 (closest to the 

Nellis AFB main gate) since 1989. ln 1989, traffic counts for this Station reached an 

annual high of 21,400. This was the highest number of vehicles ever recorded at this 

Station. ln 1989, Nellis AFB relocated the main Base entrance, modifying the flow of 

traffic resulting in a decrease in traffic along Las Vegas Boulevard. Since 1989, traffic 

counts have dropped dramatically and totalled only 9,700 in 1993. For the past four years, 

traffic numbers have been relatively consistent, varying from a low of 8,960 in 1990 to a 

high of 9,715 in 1992. 

At Station 201, 0.1 mile south of the road to the Lake Mead Base, traffic counts are 

considerably lower, due partially to the remoteness of the area and its location away from 

the main population centers. The Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) values for this 

Station have risen slowly since 1984 from a count of 3,360 to a peak in 1992 of 4,585. The 

AADT values for 1993 dropped slightly to 4,250. 

3.7 Cultural Resources 

The Nellis AFB area and all of Southern Nevada are a part of the prehistoric culture area 

identified as the southwestern Great Basin. The common elements of the cultures of this area 

were their collecting lifestyles and habits that allowed them to gather and exploit the various 

resources available throughout the changing seasons. 

The earliest known inhabitants in the area can be traced to sites near the Tule Springs area 

and date back to the Paleoindian occupation period. This period, dating before 10,000 years 

before present (B.P.) to about 8,000 B.P., was characterized by nomadic groups hunting 

53 



---· -- ----- -···· .......... ,_, _ ..... .. ··· ········-······ ....... . , _ ___ -········ ....... --- --

large mammals, including mammoths or mastodons. The succeeding Archaic period, 

dating 8,000 B.P. to approximately 1,500 B.P., was characterized by improvements or 

refinements to the foraging or seasonal collecting lifestyles. Archaic sites are known from 

the Com Creek Dunes area to the north of Nellis, Tule Springs, and the Berger site to the 

south. 

Evidence of a changing lifestyle to include horticultural adaptations i.e., simple gardening, 

next appeared and were a part of the protohistoric Southern Paiute existence. Agricultural 

groups were known to occupy the Virgin and Muddy River drainage by about 1,500 B.P. 

Archaeological records at the Museum of Natural History, University of Nevada, Las 

Vegas, were searched for previous surveys in the vicinity of Area ill to determine the 

potential existence of cultural resources in the area. Cultural resources identified and 

reported during these surveys vary from small lithic scatters to large temporary camps. 

None of these resources were identified at either the proposed action site or the alternatives. 

The potential cultural resource value of the proposed site is further reduced by the excavation 

of approximately 6-feet of surface and sub-surface materials as fill for the recently 

constructed Nellis Federal Hospital. A very limited original environment exists at the site; 

predominantly around the perimeter area adjacent to Range Road and DRMO Road. One 

additional very small area surrounding the USGS benchmark on the site is also relatively 

undisturbed. Because of the highly disturbed nature of the existing site, and the removal of 

such a large degree of surficial materials, a Class m Cultural Resources survey was not 

conducted on this site. 

Alternative No. I to the proposed action shows an even greater level of disturbance than the 

proposed site further reducing the potential for any cultural resources. Alternative No. 2, 

although less disturbed than the proposed action site, still has no identified cultural 

resources. 
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3.8 Hazardous Materials Manageme"t 

All hazardous materials entering Nellis AFB are controlled by the Base HAZMART. 

Controlled by a highly sophisticated database management system, the database tracks 

hazardous materials by manufacturer as well as formulas. This allows for tracking of 

differences in product formulation. It also pt·ovides for tracking of changes in product 

formulation or brand new hazardous materials entering the Base. 

3.9 Hazardous Waste Management 

Hazardous wastes are certain solid was~es that appear in the EPA's "Listed Wastes" in 40 

CFR 261, or are wastes which demonstrate characteristics of ignitability, corrosivity, or 

reactivity, or exceed Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) toxicity limits. Air 

Force Installations typically generate waste solvents, oils, paints, and sludges which may be 

regulated as a hazardous waste. The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and 

its amendments mandated regulations to control hazat·dous waste from their origin through 

collection, storage, tt·ansport, treatment, and ultimate disposal. Nellis AFB closely manages all 

of the hazardous wastes generated on-site. Waste is segregated and managed according to 

waste types and disposed of according to Base practices and is consistent with all Federal, 

state, and local disposal requirements. All waste oils, lubricants, and solvents are collected and 

disposed of in accordance with Base acd RCRA requirements. Scrap metals are sent to the 

DRMO facilities just '"est of the proposed AFRC/OMS facility. Oil filters are drained and 

crushed, double bagged, and sent to t!1e DRMO facility. Solid wastes are collected by Silver 

States under a service contract with Ntllis AFB. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This section discusses the potential environmental consequences of the proposed action and 

alternatives for the planned AFRC/OMS facility. The proposed action is to construct a new 

AFRC/OMS facility on a 16.5-acre parcel of land within Area m of Nellis AFB. The 

alternatives are to construct a similar AFRC/OMS facility on a much smaller parcel (10-

acres) of land at the same intersection; build a new AFRC/OMS facility spanning both sides 

of DRMO Road, or the no action alternative in which the Army, the Navy and the Marine 

Corps Reservists will continue to use their existing downtown Las Vegas location. The 

proposed action and each of the alternative actions will discuss the potential impacts of each 

alternative based on the information presented in Section 3.0., Description of the Existing 

Environment. Short-term impacts (if any) are discussed as the first impact element of each 

technical subject. 

4.1 Proposed Action 

The environmental consequences of the proposed action would potentially impact the 

following environmental protocols: air quality - short and long term, noise, water 

resources, biological resources, land use, traffic, cultural resources, and hazardous waste 

management. 

4. 1.1 Air Quality 

The existing ambient air quality and emission rate of pollutants in the Las Vegas Valley 

were discussed in Section 3.0. The type of pollutants considered in this EA are those 

historically regulated by federal, state, and local regulatory agencies. Of primary 

importance are those pollutants regulated as "criteria pollutants" through the National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). These six pollutants are: ozone, carbon 

monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, particulate matter (PMuJ, and lead. In the 

Las Vegas area, the criteria pollutants of greatest concern are carbon monoxide and 
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particulates. Nellis AFB, located in Clark County, is located in a moderate non-attainment 

area for carbon monoxide and a serious non-attainment area for PM10 (particulate matter). 

Confonnity analysis will be limited to these two priority pollutants. 

Short-term Impacts 

The proposed action would result in short-term, temporary increases in PM10 and CO 

emissions during construction of this new facility. Construction on the proposed site would 

require the import of and placement of approximately 155,000 cubic yards of fill material to 

bring portions of the site up to an acceptable grade. The site was initially used as a borrow 

pit for fill material during the construction of the nearby Nellis Federal Hospital. It is 

proposed to provide fill material from two sources: 130,000 cubic yards from a nearby 

borrow pit on Federal lands, approximately two miles north of the proposed site along 

Range Road and approximately 25,000 cubic yards by deepening the existing pit on the 

proposed project site. 

Using a conservative conversion factor of 1.4 Tons per cubic yard, the 130,000 cubic yards 

needed from the borrow pit will weigh approximately 182,000 lbs. The EPA emission 

factors for excavation of borrow materials using batch drop excavation techniques are 0.0024 

lbs/ton. This equates to the generation of approximately 437 pounds or 0.2 Tons of PM10 

particulates as a result of the excavation process. 

It is estimated that about 7,222 trips (using conventional 10-cubic yard belly dump trucks and 

8-cubic yard pup trailers) would be required for delivery of fill material. This is based on 

the need to transport approximately 130,000 cubic yards of fill material to the site at a rate 

of 18 cubic yards per trip. Fugitive dusts generated as a result of this operation are 

calculated based on total vehicle miles traveled. Based on a total of 7,222 trips, requiring 

approximately four miles per round trip, an estimated 28,888 vehicle miles will be traveled 

to relocate fill materials. Utilizing an EPA emission factor generated for collector streets 

(0.013 lbs/vehicle mile traveled), it is estimated that approximately 375 lbs or 0.189 Tons of 
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fugitive dusts would be generated. 

Site excavation, grading, and compaction are the primary site excavation activities that 

would add to and PM10 emissions. The EPA emission factors for heavy construction activity 

are calculated to be 1.2 Tons/acre of land under construction per month. This factor is for all 

total suspended particulates and not strictly PM10 emissions. Based on particle size 

dynamics, the PM10 emission factor is conservatively 0.5 of the total or .6 Tons/acre. 

Although the project site is approximately 16.5 acres, it is estimated that less than 15 acres 

of land will be disturbed by project construction. Further, less than half of this area would 

be under construction at the same time. Therefore, based on an actual disturbance of 

approximately 7.5 acres per month, a total of 4.5 Tons/month of PM10 emissions could 

result from the site preparation work. It is estimated that site preparation activities would 

last up to three months. The total anticipated emissions for this activity .are therefore 

estimated to be 13.5 Tons. For all construction activities associated with the AFRC/OMS 

facility, a total emission of less than 14 Tons of PM10 emissions are expected. 

The Clark County Health District requires a construction permit (Dust Control) permit for 

any construction project that would disturb more than 1/4 of an acre. Besides the initial 

application fee of $26.40, projects are assessed fees based on their potential to emit (PTE) 

dust. The PM,0 Offset Calculations for the Construction Activity Permit is based on 

calculations using the formula: 

PTE.p...10 = (n Acres) x (654 lbs/acre) x (1 Ton/2000 lbs) x 1 year 

Using this formula to calculate PM10 emissions results in the calculation of 5.4 Tons/year of 

PM10.emissions. Penalties or fees are assessed based on these emission calculations at a rate 

of two times the amount generated times a fee of $581.00 per Ton. Based on this formula, 

and the proposed projects' calculated emissions rate of 5.4 Tons/year, a fee of: 
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5.4 Tons/yr. x 2 x $581.00 per Ton 

equals a Offset fee of $6,274.80. 

For completeness, it is appropriate to examine the project for " Regional Significance" which 

is defined for the nooattaium~nt pol!ul .onts as emitt'ng 10 percent or more of a uouattainment 

or maintenance area·~ emission fo•· that pollutant. The Las Vegas Valley PM10 emissions are 

approximately 170 Tons/year. The calculated emiss!;,:.s i<:lr the proposed project are roughly 

14 Tons during construction. The Clark County Air Pollution Control District considers any 

project emitting less than 70 Tons/ye.1r to be minor contributors. T:le AFRC/OMS project 

PM10 emissions are less than 10 percent of the Valley's emissions and are therefore considered 

regionally insignificant and de minim us based on current area emissions. 

Water application is most often selected as a control measure to reduce fugitive dust emissions 

during construction projects. The effectiveness of watering to control emissions of fugitive 

dust depends on the frequency of water applicatioiL By watering twice a day, fugitive 

emissions can be reduced by approximately 50 percent (U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency, 1985). Co .. struction ofth~ Al<llC/OMS wvuld include application of water twice per 

day to cor~, • vi lugitive e:ni; ; i::.:ts. 

Construction related impacts on air quality would occur withlu a localized area and would 

only have short-term temporary impact>. i.missions would be mitigated through the use of 

control measures in accordance with standard construction practices. Trucks used for hauling 

fill material and site preparation would meet EPA vehicle emissions standards as required. 

The potential CO emissions are directly a result of vehicle emissions generated by hauling and 

placement of the fill materials. Based on a five-yea1·-old fleet of heavy du ty diesel trucks with 

50,000 miles, CO emissions are calcul.ale<i to be 10.3 grr.ms per mile. Based on a prior estimate 

of 28,883 veh1,-ir nti!, · •. it is estiluare<! that hauling of the 130,000 cubic yards of fill material 

from the borrow pit to the project site would generate 65G lbs of CO or 
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0.328 Tons. Conservatively, doubling this estimate to cover the placement and compaction 

would result in a projected CO emission level of 1,311 lbs or 0.656 Tons for the total 

project. This compares to a total annual CO emission level in the of 123,533 Tons per 

year for the Las Vegas Valley as reported in 1991 (Clark County Health Department). The 

CO emissions for the AFRC/OMS facility are therefore considered to be at de minimus levels 

for this project. 

Loog-tenn Impacts 

Movement of the AFRC/OMS facility to Nellis AFB might require reservists to travel further 

to their Reserve Unit. It is estimated that the relocation of this facility will add 10-miles 

each way for all site visitors. A maximum of 45 full-time personnel would be expected to 

operate the facility on a daily basis. Based on a five-day work week, 48 weeks a year, an 

additional 108,000 miles could be driven by full-time personnel as a result of this move. 

Reservists visiting the facility on evenings, weekends, or for summer drills could add an 

additional 71,380 miles to this total, based on the individual reporting requirements for each 

Branch of the Service. Table 4-1 provides an estimate of the mileage traveled for each 

military organization. Adverse impacts of this nature can be significantly reduced by the use 

of car pooling. 

Relocation of the AFRC/OMS would have some positive impacts to the air quality of 

southeastern Las Vegas area. Reduction of military personnel in the area would reduce 

traffic congestion during peak business hours (evenings and weekends}, thereby decreasing 

vehicle air emissions. Further, those emissions generated by traveling the longer distance 

would be outside of the highest air pollution area, resulting in a slight improvement to air 

quality. 

Military equipment operation is another area potentially impacting air emissions. The 

greatest potential source for air emissions is from vehicles in the U.S. Army's 257th 

Transportation Division. The major vehicle of consequence is the M1070 tractor used to pull 
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Military Unit 

U.S. Army 

U.S. Navy 

U.S. Marine Corps. 

Table 4-1 

AFRC/OMS Reserve Staff Mileage 

Person Trips 

1,669 

1,250 

650 

61 

Miles Traveled 

33,380 

25,500 

13,000 

71,380 



the MlOOO trailer for tank transport. Known as a HET, and powered by a Detroit Diesel 

engine, 96 of these vehicles are assigned to this unit for operation and maintenance. Table 4-2 

provides a list of engine emissioo rat~ ;;r d the current EPA Standards for each pollutant. 

The HET vehicle exceeds the current (1994) EPA standards for NOx and particulate 

emissions, with particulate emissions of particular concern in the Las Vegas area. The 

particulate emissions for these vehicles are approximately four times the EPA limits 

established for this vehicle. The NOx emis~:<>ns at·e almost twice the allowable limit, but the 

Department of the Army (DA) has au exemption for these vehicles. The limited operational 

usage of these vehicles for two hours per month would only produce approximately 238 GMs 

ofNOx. 

Operations of these vehides are allowed. however, as a result of a memorandum of 

understanding (MOll) estab!ished berw;;-:n the EPA am' DA on OctolJer 4, 1988, 

representatives from the EPA and u.~. Army Tank and Automotive Command (TACOM) 

agreed to a National Security Exemption (NSE) for the DA Tactical Vehicle Fleet. The HET 

vehicle is a part of this fleet. The MOU allows the DA to procure the HET vehicles for Fiscal 

Years 1991 through 1995 under the EPA standards established for 1991 vehicles. The HET 

vehicle meets the 1991 standards. 

The impact of emissions from these vehicles, although in some cases exceeding current EPA 

Standards, must be considered small, due to the limited operations of the vehicles and engines. 

It is anticipated that the greatest u~!' o1 tbrse vehicles would be during summer drill periods. 

Thea·efore, due to the limited ard intermittent 'lperation of these vehicles (less than two hours 

per week), ait· emissions it:! pacts are ronsi!lered to be ;ess than siguific~nt. 

4 1.2 Noise 

Construction of the AFRC/OMS facility would create both short-term and long-term impacts 

as discussed below: 

Short-term noise effects during construction would not pt·oduce long term affect on the 
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Parameter 

Hydrocarbons 

Carbon monoxide 

NOx 

Particulates 

* GM/BPH-Hr 

Table 4-2 

Detroit Diesel 8V-92TA Engine Emissions* 

EPA Requirements** 

1.3 

15.5 

5.0 

0.1 

Measured Emissions 

0.66 

4.0 

9.9 

0.39 

** EPA 1994 Standards 
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residents of CaiTarelli Court or persons using the Family Campgrounds. However, as 

discussed in the long-term impacts section, both residents of Caffarelli Court and personnel 

using the Family Campgr·ound would !>e negatively impacted during Reserve operations 

involving the use of the RET vehic.les. 

Short-term Impacts 

Noise levels for the short term would be expected to increase due to the use of heavy 

machiner-y and general construction act:v.ties although the noise levels would remain 

consistent with the areas' use. These increased noise levels are expected to be of short duration 

and limited to daytime, weekday hours. Due to the temporary nature of these noises, and the 

limited daytime, weekday occurrence, their impact is considered to be less than significant. 

Long-term Impacts 

The long-ter·m noise impacts are considered to be of a greater concern due to the proximity of 

the proposed site to the CaiTarelli Court Mobile Home Park and the recreation area (Family 

Campgr·ound) to the west. CaiTarelli Court mobile homes are approximately 400 feet to the 

southwest of the proposed site at the near~>,;t point. The Family Campground is slightly 

further· away, but there are plans to expand the campgr·ound area closer to the AFRC/OMS 

facility. Peak activities for both the camp gr·ound and AFRC/OMS occur on weekends. 

The primary noise source of conc~rc is the HET vehic.le. The Detroit Diesel engine powering 

these vehicles produce in tens~ ::oise levels ofvuying octaves. Personnel operating these 

vehicles normally we.'lr h~;aring protr.c6m devises because of the noise levels generated. Initial 

calculations show noise generation :evels, as they r·e.'lch Caffarelli Court, to be close to or 

exceed noise limits for the area. Operations would nom;lilly be limited to daytime 
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hours. 

Noise data for the RET vehicles range from 76 dBA at idle to 85 dBA at 1450 RPM to 99 dBA 

at the maximum noise level. Noise data was provided by OshKosh Truck Company. 

Although noise generated from the RET vehicles individually might be acceptable, the U.S. 

Army has indicated that up to 24 RET vehicles would be operating at the same time. 

Calculation of noise attenuati•m over distance may be calculated by two different methods: 

either as a point source or a tine source. With the vehicles parked in a line, the sound wave 

could perform as a line generator with 24 RET vehicles running and act as a line generator for 

receptors close to the source. Twenty four HETs parked in a line would extend 250 feet across 

the line. Using 24 single sources generating 85 dBA acting as a line source is the equivalent of 

a single source generating 98 dBA. At a distance of 410 feet, this would equate to 78 dBA 

impacting Caffarelli Court at the closest point. 

Calculating noise for a point source produces a lower dBA result, but calculations using either 

method, are very close to or exceed Clark County Noise Ordinance Standards (55 dBA 

maximum limit for night-time operations). 

Discussions with Clark County Planning Commission representatives indicate that the County 

considers enforcement of County noise regulations at Nellis AFB beyond their limit of 

authority and not of their concern. Discussions with EPA however, indicated that President 

Carter signed Executive Order 12088 in 1978, entitled "Federal Compliance with Pollution 

Contr·ol Standards." This Executive Order states: 

"The head of each Executive Agency is responsible for compliance with applicable 

pollution control standards. including those established pm·suant to, but not limited 
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to the following: 

The Noise Control Act of 1972 (42 U.S.C., 4900 et. seq.)." 

Further, in June 1980, a Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise (FICUN), 

published "Guidelines for Considering Noise in Land Use Planning and Control. The 

Department of Defense was one of the primary Federal agencies participating in the 

Interagency Committee. This report defines suggested land use compatibility guidelines for 

various noise zone classifications and acceptable noise level limits for various uses. The 

FICUN report considers the location of mobile home parks or trailer courts in noise zones 

above Ldn65 as not compatible and should be prohjbitcd. 

The Ldn sca.le is the day-night sound level measurement and is the A-weighted equivalent 

sound level for a 24-hour period with an additionallO dB weight imposed on the equivalent 

sound levels occurring during nighttime hours. Because of the limited number of operating 

vehicle hours, the HET vehicles will not exce.ed the Ldn values established for the trailer 

court. 

Due to the sound intensity generated by the RET vehicles, the proximity of these vchjcles to 

the Caffarelli Court mobile homes and the family camping area, and the fact that the sound 

levels impacting both areas could be close to or exceed the legal limits, the U. S. Army 

Corps of Engineers proposes to construct sound barriers along the western and southern 

perimeter of the proposed site. Current plans call for the construction of a block wall, 

approxjmately nine-feet high. 

The U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration has developed 

standards for noise barrier design and published this information in the "Noise Barrier 

Design Handbook" (U. S. DOT, 1976). Effective design of noise barriers must include an 

evaluation of the height of the noise generator as well as the attenuation capabilities of the 

barrier materials. The DOT handbook calculates the noise attenuation or transmission loss 

factors for a cinder block wall (hollow core) to be 28 dBA when applied to a generalized 

truck noise spectrum. 
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Noise generated from the HET vehicles as it impacts CaffareUi Court with the sound 

attenuation wall could be reduced to SO dBA (78 dBA -28 dBA) for a line source. These 

calculations are based on the fact that vehicles would be parked facing the cinder block wall, 

providing the greatest degree of protection for the CaffareUi Court and Family Campground 

areas. 

The proposed sound wall will reduce noise impact levels to Caffarelli Court and the Family 

Campground areas. Reducing sound levels as they impact these areas to less than 55 dBA 

would be acceptable and would partially meet Clark County noise ordinances. Noise at the 

ferce line of the AFRC/OMS could still exceed local standards. 

4.1.3 Water 

The potential impacts to water resources in the Las Vegas area as a result of implementing the 

proposed project are dependent upon the specific water resource selected. Potential impacts to 

surface water differ from the potential impact to groundwater or water usage. The following 

subsections will evaluate the potential impact to each water resource. 

4.1.3.1 Stormwater 

The proposed AFRC/OMS facility planned for Area lH of Nellis AFB would be constructed 

similarly to the site conceptual design as illustrated in Figure 2-3. An integral part of the 

proposed design is the installation of two stormwater catchment basins along the northeastern 

and northwestern portion of the site. Surface water from the AFRC/OMS faciUty will drain 

into these basins and remove approximately 16.5 acre-feet of surface water runoff to the Las 

Vegas Wash. This should be considered a slightly beneficial impact to potentially reduce, by 

some small degree, area flooding that might result from surface 
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water runoff. 

4.1.3.2 Groundwater 

The construction of the proposed AFRC/OMS facility will require fresh water supplies for 

normal operations and fire suppression systems. No groundwater wells are planned for the 

proposed facility. At the present time, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers proposes to use 
' 

the City of North Las Vegas for domestic water supply and for maintaining minimal water 

pressures for fire flow requirements. 

Water supplies for the City of North Las Vegas are partly derived from area groundwater 

wells. The proposed project would not be considered a new user of water resources. Water 

demands for the new facility should be of a similar requirement as the current AFRC facility. 

Therefore no significant impact to groundwater is expected. 

4.1.3.3 Water Use 

The AFRC/OMS facility could potentially impact water usage in the immediate area of Nellis 

AFB, depending on its ultimate source of fresh water. Although Nellis AFB does not 

exceed its allotment of 4,000 acre-feet of water per year, during the summer months it does 

exceed its maximum draw rate. 

Water use can be divided into two categories; normal week day use and peak summer 

consumption. The normal week-day staff could total up to 65 persons for all Branches of the 

service. Water usage is a total of all water consumed, whether for drinking, personnel 

hygiene, or for cleaning purposes. It is estimated that each individual would use 70 

gallons/day per person. Normal week-day usage could amount to a total of 4,550 

gallons/day or 136,000 gallons/month. 

Consumption of water should reach its peak during summer months when the maximum 
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number of Reservists would be in the area for summer drills. The U. S. Army Reserve 

activity could reach a peak of 233 Reservists, the U. S. Navy a peak of 260, and the U. S. 

Marine Corps a peak of 60. Although it is not anticipated that all units would be in the field 

at the same time, it is possible that the Marines could be in the field at the same time as one 

of the other Service organizations, bring the potential number of people in the field up to a 

maximum of 320. Using the same water usage factors of 70 gallons/person/day, an 

estimated that 22,400 gallons/day could be consumed. Since field operations are of a limited 

duration (normally less than two weeks), it is calculated that a total of 313,600 gallons of 

water could be consumed over the two-week period. 

Current designs call for water to be supplied by the City of North Las Vegas. The proposed 

AFRC/OMS facility would tie into existing potable water pipelines south of the proposed 

site. This would allow for construction of the proposed facility without the need to install a 

water storage/pressure systems to ensure that fire flow pressure to existing users is 

maintained. Regardless of which source is selected to supply water, the construction and 

operation of the proposed facility is not considered a new water user in the Valley. Existing 

personnel working in the AFRC/OMS facility should consume similar amounts of water 

when relocated to the proposed Nellis AFB location, therefore there is no significant impact. 

4.1.3.4 Waste water 

The proposed AFRC/OMS plans to tie into an existing Clark County sanitary sewer system 

in the Nellis AFB area. Currently, two alternatives exist for the tie in. Proposal No. 1 

calls for installation of a new 8-inch pipeline running 4,200 feet to the south and tieing into 

the existing system just to the north of Las Vegas Boulevard. A second proposal calls for 

construction of a 6-inch pipeline, running 1,400 feet to the east. Construction of either 

pipeline would have no impact on area cultural or biological resources. 

For surface water run off, the proposed AFRC/OMS would submit a NOI, prepare a 

stormwater pollution prevention plan, and pay appropriate fees at least two days prior to 
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stan of construction as a part of it effons to obtain a NPDES permit. 

An oil/water separator would be installed at the proposed AFRC/OMS facility to collect and 

process contaminated water collected on site. Specific criteria have been developed by Nellis 

AFB for the incorporation and usage of oil/water separators on site and the AFRC/OMS 

must meet these requirements. Operation and maintenance of a oil/water separator system in 

accordance to Nellis AFB standards should create no adverse environmental impacts. 

Therefore the potential impact to waste water are considered insignificant. 

4.1.4 Biology 

The proposed AFRC/OMS facility will remove approximately 16.5 acres of land f or use by 

area animals. The site will be dominated by three buildings and a parking area for military 

vehicles and personal vehicles. The site is already heavily disturbed by .the previous removal 

of approximately six-feet of soil/fill materials for the construction of the nearby Nellis 

Federal Hospital. The site is mostly void of any vegetation, except along the site' s 

perimeter. As a result, the construction of the proposed facility is considered to have no 

significant impact on area plants or wildlife. 

A wetlands evaluation of the proposed site was completed in accordance with the Federal 

Manual for Identifying and Delineating Jurisdictiofllll Wetlands (referred to as the federal 

manual). According to the federal manual, three criteria must be met before an area can be 

identified as a wetland: 

• Hydrophytic vegetation 

• Hydric soils 

• Wetland hydrology. 

None of these conditions are encountered at the proposed site, therefore no wetland impact 

is possible. 
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4.1.5 Land Use 

Area land use near the proposed Nellis AFRC/OMS is considered to be a mix of residential, 

recreational, and industrial use with the presence of mobile homes, family campground, 

fuel storage tanks, auto wrecking and salvage operations, railroad spurs, and other military 

operations nearby. 

The Department of Defense and Nellis AFB policy for land use guidance is based on DOD 

Instruction 4165.57 (1977), which outlines Air Compatibility Use Zones (AICUZ). Each 

military service has an AICUZ program to investigate, describe, and study noise exposure 

and land use at all DOD air installations. An AICUZ exists for Nellis AFB. The AICUZ 

studies for each installation are prepared and given to the public and local, regional, state, 

and other federal agencies in their land use planning/control. Suggested land use 

compatibility guidelines state that mobile home parks or trailer courts should not be located 

in noise zones where the L ... level exceeds 65 dB. Although the proposed project does not 

exceed the L ... limits for a 24-hour period, daytime sound levels as they impact Caffarelli 

Court could approach this sound level. 

Further, Nellis AFB maintains a Base Comprehensive Plan (1991), designed to maintain the 

quality of life for Air Force personnel. Development of the proposed site as an AFRC/OMS 

facility could potentially adversely impact the social/psychological condition of Base 

personnel faced with excessive noise. If noise levels were to exceed the L ... levels 

established by the U. S. Air Force for mobile home parks, significant impacts could result. 

4.1.6 Traffic 

Traffic impacts as a result of implementing the proposed project would remove motor 

vehicles from the current AFRC/OMS facility on Sahara Blvd. With the major Reserve 

activity occurring at night and on weekends, Reservists must share road space and limited 

street parking with area merchants and customers. 
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Movement of the AFRC/OMS facility to Nellis AFB would increase Nellis area traffic, but 

predominantly during periods of the day when the roads are not congested. Week day evening 

meetings would bring Reservists tv the Neil is AFB area at a time of day when most traffic is 

moving in the opposite direction. Week end meetings would bring Reservists to the area in 

early morning, another period of time with low traffic volumes. 

Relocation of the AFRC/OMS to the Nellis AFB area would slightly improve traffic and 

parking congestion in the immediate area of Sahara Avenue. 

4.1.7 Cultural Resources 

As stated previously, the proposed site for tbe AFRC/OMS is heavily disturbed as a r·esult of 

excavation of approximately si; -feet of soiVfill material over most of the site. Because of this 

heavy disturbance, no culttrral resources exist on the site. Search of archaeological records at 

the Museum of Natural History, University of Nevada, Las Vegas, indicates no cultural 

resources at the proposed site. Based on this information, and the general lack of cultural 

resources in the area, the construction of the proposed project is considered to have no 

significant impact on cultural resources. 

4.1.8 Hazardous Materials Management 

As discussed in Section 2.1, Proposed Action, The U.S. Army Reserve and the U.S. Marine 

Reserve units would be conducting a wide range of heavy vehicle maintenance operations and 

training as a major part of their miss1c.n. Limited quantities of hazardous materials, motor 

and lubricating oils, and other controiled substances would be required as a part of nonnal 

vehicle maintenance, operation and training. 

Changing oil in vehicles at this new facility would create the greatest amount of waste. Oil 

changes are only conducted when Jaboratc!J testing indicates that an oil change is needed. 
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Based on past experience with the BET vehicle, equipped with the Detroit Diesel engine, 

approximately one 55-gallon drum of waste oil would be generated every 90 days. A 

hazardous materials (HazMat) stopag~ area would be built as a part of this new facility with 

the Army planning to store their own materials. The Army would not transport waste but 

would utilize Nellis AFB systems for removal of wastes. Table 4-3 pt·ovides a list of materials 

normally expected to be stockpiled in limited quantities at a military operations and 

maintenance shop. 

The U.S. Navy has no current plans for generating any hazardous materials on site. The 

Reserve unit is considered a zero hazat·dous materials generator and has only two vehicles: a 

pickup truck and a van. These vehicles are taken out for servicing. No service training is a 

part of this Reserve contingent. No storage space bas been identified for hazardous materials. 

The U.S. Marine Corps would conduct operations similar to those planned by the U.S. Army, 

but on a smaller scale. The Reserve unit would perform normal vehicle maintenance at the 

Reserve Center, including oil changes, lubrication, and battery service. No painting or body 

work would be planned for this facility. 

Limited quantities of oil, lubricants, and batteries would be stored on site, utilizing the same 

storage area as the Army. The Marines estimate that their waste generation rate would be 

approximately one-third that of the Army, or approximately 18-20 gallons every 90 days. 

Plans for waste disposal are not finalizP.d, but the Marines would most likely dispose of wastes 

via the existing Nellis AFB system. 

Since the t>roposed AFRC/OMS facility would be located on Nellis AFB property, USAF 

environmental guidelines serve as the foundation for the operation and control of facilities 

using hazardous materials. In the event that U.S. Amty or U.S. Marine Corps regulations 

impose more stringent controls on the management of hazardous m:,terials, the more stringent 

regulations would be put into effect and N<:.;tjs AFB regulations would be met. 
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Table 4-3 

Razardons and Controlled Materials 

;,s RC/C'.<3 

a. Aerosol Spray Paint 

b. Antifreeze 

c. Batteries 

d. Brake Fluid 

e. Diesel Fuel 

f. Freon 

g. Gunk Engine Brite 

h. Hydraulic Fluid 

i. Lubricating Oils 

J· Motor Oil 

k. Safety Kleen Solvent 

1. Starting Fluid 
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For the purpose of controlling hazardous materials, Nellis AFB has developed a plan for 

managing substances falling under this classification. Known as the "Nellis Air Force Base 

Plan 12 - Hazardous Waste Management• or NAFB Plan 12, the plan provides guidance 

and assigns responsibility for proper transport, handling, tum-in procedures and storage of 

wastes. This document outlines the procedures for the Base to comply with the hazardous 

waste management provisions of RCRA and applicable state statutes contained in Nevada 

State Assembly Bill No. 196, 19 February 81, et seq. Sub-divided into Site-specific 

contingency plans, OMS functions are covered under several categories. The OMS would 

be guided by the contingency plans for: Wheel and Tire Shop (Annex ll-4), Auto Craft 

(Annex ll-17), Vehicle Maintenance Shop (Annex ll-34), and Transportation (Annex ll-44). 

The NAFB Plan 12 provides a comprehensive management plan for the total control of 

hazardous materials from their arrival on-site to their ultimate disposal. The plan identifies 

waste generators, initial accumulation points, accumulation sites, and disposal practices. 

Packaging, labeling, and record keeping are an integral part of waste management. A 

waste minimization program is also a part of NAFB Plan 12. 

Based on the guidelines presented in NAFB Plan 12, and its function as the baseline control 

for the management of hazardous materials, use of limited quantities of hazardous materials 

at the AFRC/OMS facility should have no significant impact to the environment. 

4.1.9 Hazardous Waste Management 

Because of the highly developed waste management system developed at Nellis AFB, and 

the limited quantities of hazardous waste expected to be generated at the AFRC/OMS 

facility, it is fully expected that the facility will tie directly into Base operations. This 

includes: requisitioning all hazardous materials from the Base HAZMART, entry of all 

hazardous materials into the Base hazardous materials database management system, and 

utilizing existing Base systems for the tracking and disposal of all hazardous waste. 



4.2 Alternative No. 1 

Alternative No. 1 to the proposed action would be to build a new AFRC/OMS facility on a 

smaller H}·acre parcel of land at the same intersection of Range Road and DRMO Road. 

The potential impact for this alternative are presented below. 

4.2.1 Air Quality 

Short-term Impacts 

Construction of this alternative to the proposed action would create similar impacts as the 

proposed project. Fill material would be required due to the need to back fill the entire 10-

acre site. It is estimated that this would require the transport of approximately 96,000 cubic 

yards of fill material. Additional construction activities related to the relocation of the two 

fresh water pipelines would create additional PM10 and CO emissions. The emissions of 

PM10 and CO are still of primary concern, but are slightly less (10.0 Tons for PM10 and 0.5 

Tons for CO) than the proposed action. 

The PM10 emissions would still be controlled by the application of water during the 

construction project. Carbon monoxide emissions would be controlled by the use of vehicles 

meeting EPA requirements of heavy duty trucks. 

Long-term Impacts 

Movement of the AFRC/OMS facility to the alternate site would have identical impacts as 

the proposed action. Permanent staff members would still be required to travel the extra 

distance (estimated to be 20-miles round-trip) and drive the same number of additional 

miles. Reservists would also be required to drive the same additional miles as the permanent 

staff. Table 4-1 provides an estimate of the mileage traveled by each military organization. 

Air quality in the southeast Las Vegas area would improve slightly as a result of this action, 
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the same as for the proposed action.. Operation of the military equipment assigned to the 

alternate site would be identical to the proposed action, therefore the air quality impact 

would be identical. 

Air quality impact as a result of selecting Alternative No. 1 as the site for the AFRC/OMS 

facility would have no significant impact. 

4.2.2 Noise 

Short-term Impacts 

Short-term noise leveis would be expected to rise sharply, similar to the proposed action, as 

a result of heavy machinery and general construction activities. These increased noise levels 

would be of short duration and normally limited to daytime, weekday hours. Since the 

location of Alternate No. I would be further away from the Caffarelli Court mobile homes 

and the Family camp grounds, the noise levels reaching this area would be slightly reduced. 

In addition, the Camp ground's heaviest use is on week ends when normally little or no 

construction activity occurs. The short-term noise impacts would be considered less than 

significant. 

Long-term Impacts 

Long-term noise impacts from Alternative No. 1 would be slightly less than at the proposed 

project site. The HET vehicles would be parked slightly further from the mobile homes in 

Caffarelli Court and the family campgrounds which would serve to further attenuate the noise 

intensity impact on the residents (mobile homes) and campground visitors to the area. The 

Nellis AFB has already approved the expansion of the Family Campground area to the east. 

Expansion in this direction would bring the campground closer to the proposed AFRC/OMS 

resulting in an increased negative impact to this area. 
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It is estimated that the sound intensity at the camp ground would still be around 50 dB and 

the same attenuation measures presented for the proposed action to reduce potential impact 

should also be implemented for Alternative No. 1. The potential noise impact to the camp 

ground as a result of planned expansion would increase the sound level for this area. 

Implementation of noise barriers would definitely reduce the impact on the camp ground 

area, but noise levels could still be an annoyance. 

4.2.3 Water 

Construction of an AFRC/OMS at the alternative site impacts water differently for one 

water parameter than the proposed action. 

4.2.3.1 Surface Water 

The Alternative No. I site is considerably more compressed than the preferred action 

alternative and requires some modification in facility design. Space limitations eliminate the 

large retention ponds visible at the front of the preferred site thereby increasing the potential 

for flash flooding in the area. Although this is not considered a significant impact to surface 

water, the proposed design for the alternative site can not be considered a beneficial 

impact. Construction of this alternative would have no significant impact on surface water. 

4.2.3.2 Groundwater 

The construction of the project at the alternative site would have the identical impact as the 

proposed action. The impact to the area groundwater would remain as stated under the 

proposed action. No significant impact would be expected to the groundwater. 

4.2.3.3 Water Use 

The impacts on water use of constructing the alternative to the proposed action would be the 

."I 
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same as for the proposed action. It would still be proposed that water would be supplied by 

the City of North Las Vegas. The quantity of water used would remain the same and the 

requirement to maintain pipeline water pressure would still be required. 

4.2.4 Biology 

Alternative No. 1 to the proposed action would impact only 10 acres rather than the 30 acres 

of the proposed action. Although the area is highly disturbed, impacting the smaller area. 

would create even less of an impact than the proposed action. Construction of this 

alternative would have no significant impact on area plant or wildlife. 

4 .2.5 Land Use 

Area land use for Alternative No. 1 is identical to the proposed project site. Confining the 

AFRC/OMS facility to a 10-acre parcel would place the Reserve facility further from the 

Caffarelli Court mobile home park thereby reducing the potential adverse land use in the 

area. Plans have already been approved however, to expand the Family Campground to the 

east, which would place the camp ground closed to the Reserve center and adversely impact 

weekend campers in the area. The potential impact to the camp ground is further 

accentuated by the fact that Reserve activities occur at the same time that the camp ground 

usage is at its peak, and the sound attenuation for recreational vehicles and tent campers 

leaves much to be desired. Development of Alternative No. 1 could have the same potential 

impact as the proposed action. Development of the site could be a significant adverse impact 

on area campers. 

4.2.6 Traffic 

Traffic impacts as a result of implementing Alternative No. I to the proposed action would 

have the identical impact as the proposed project. Traffic impacts to the southeast Las Vegas 

area would improve slightly as a result of decreased military personnel in the area during 
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peak visitor times (evenings and weekends). This alternative would increase traffic in the 

Nellis AFB area, but predominantly during the periods of the day when the roads are not 

congested. The impacts of Alternative No. 1 would be the same as the proposed action and 

should be considered a slightly positive impact to the southeastern Las Vegas area and of no 

significance to Nellis AFB. 

4.2.7 Cultural Resources 

The potential impacts to cultural resources as a result of implementing Alternative No. 1 

would have similar impacts as the proposed action. The prior removal of six-feet of soil/fill 

material from the site, no record of archaeological resources in the Museum of Natural 

History for the site or in the immediate area, indicate that construction of Alternative No. 1 

is considered to have no significant impact on cultural resources. 

4.2.8 Hazardous Materials Management 

Hazardous materials management under Alternative No. 1 would be identical as for the 

proposed action. The AFRC personnel at the site would follow the Nellis AFB Plan 12 for 

the management of hazardous materials, identical to the procedures imposed at the proposed 

site. The impact as a result of using hazardous materials should not be a significant impact. 

4.2.9 Hazardous Waste Management 

The hazardous waste management practices for this alternative would be the same as for the 

proposed action. By following Base procedures for the purchase, tracking, and disposal of 

hazardous wastes, there should be no impact on the environment. 
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4.3 Ahernative No. 2 

Alternative No. 2 to the proposed action would be to build a new AFRC/OMS facility of 

approximately 16.5 acres spanning both sides of DRMO Road. The AFRC training facility 

would be constructed identical to the proposed action at the intersection of DRMO Road and 

Range Road, on the south side of DRMO Road. The site would occupy approximately 10 

acres and would consist of a 68,619 SF two -story training facility having a footprint of 

approximately 42,000 SF and a 1,152 SF unheated storage facility. A 9,142 SY area for 

POV parking would also be a part of this site. 

The OMS and MEP facilities would be constructed on 6.5 acres north of DRMO Road on 

land between Range Road and the railroad tracks to the west. The maintenance building 

would consist of approximately 14,755 SF and the MEP area approximately 15,607 SY. 

These facilities would be designed to house the same number of vehicles, equipment, and 

operating facilities as the proposed action. 

4.3.1 Air Quality 

Sbort-tenn Impacts 

Construction of Alternative No. 2 would create similar short-term impacts to air quality as 

the proposed project. The same amount of fill materials would be required utilizing the same 

type and amount of construction equipment. The PM10 and CO emissions are still of primary 

concern and are of the same level of significance as the proposed action. 

PM10 emissions would still be controlled by application of water twice each day during the 

construction project. Carbon monoxide would be controlled by the use of vehicles meeting 

EPA requirements for heavy duty trucks. 
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Long-term Impacts 

Movement of the AFRC/OMS facility to this alternative site would have identical impacts as 

the proposed action. Pennanent staff members would still be required to travel the extra 

distance (estimated to be 20-miles round-trip) and drive the same number of additional miles. 

Reservists would also be required to drive the same additional miles as permanent staff. 

Table 4-1 provides an estimate of the mileage traveled by each military organization. Air 

quality in southeast Las Vegas would improve slightly as a result of this action. 

Operation of the military equipment assigned to the site would be identical to the proposed 

action, therefore the air quality impact would be identical. 

Air quality impacts as a result of selecting Alternative No. 2 as the site for the AFRC/OMS 

facility would have no significant impact. 

4.3.2 Noise 

Short-term Impacts 

Short-term noise levels would be expected to rise sharply, identical to the proposed action. 

This as a result of heavy machinery and general construction activities at the AFRC facility. 

These increased noise levels would be of short duration and normally limited to daytime, 

weekday hours. The construction of the new OMS and MEP facilities would have a lesser 

impact on the residents of Caffarelli Court and the Family Campgrounds, since the site is 

approximately 1,500 - 2,000 feet further from inhabited areas. In addition, the Campgrounds 

heaviest use is on week ends when normally little or no construction activity occurs. The 

short-term noise impacts would be considered less than for the proposed action. 
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Long-term Impacts 

Long-tenn noise impacts from Alternative No . . 2 would be less than the proposed project site 

due to maintenance operations being further removed from inhabited areas. The HET 

vehicles would be parked and maintained north of DRMO Road, approximately 1,500-

2,000 feet from the Family Campground and Caffarelli Court. This would serve to further 

attenuate the noise intensity as it would impact on the residents and campground visitors to 

the area. 

It is estimated that the sound intensity at the Campground would be around 35 - 42 dB 

depending on the location of the operating HETs. Selection of this alternative would reduce 

the noise in the in.habited areas and potentially reduce the need for noise attenuation 

measures . 

4.3.3 Water 

Construction of Alternative No. 2 would have the same impact to water as for the proposed 

action. 

4.3.3.1 Surface water 

Alternative No. 2 creates the same impacts for the AFRC facility as the proposed action. 

The same retention ponds will be built with the same degree of runoff expected. Similarly, 

construction of the new OMS facility north of DRMO Road will have the same impacts as 

construction of this facility south of DRMO Road. Construction of this alternative would 

have no significant impact on surface water. 

4.3.3.2 Groundwater 

The construction of this alternative would have the identical impact as the proposed action. 
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The impact to the area groundwater would remain as stated under the proposed action. No . 

significant impacts would be expected to the groundwater. 

4.3.3.3 Water Use 

The impacts on water use for Alternative No. 2 would be the same as for the proposed 

action. It would still be proposed that water would be supplied by the City of North Las 

Vegas. The quantity of water used would remain the same and the requirement to maintain 

pipeline pressure would still be required. 

4.3.3.4 Waste water 

Alternative No. 2 would have the same impacts to waste water as the proposed action. The 

same permit applications, pollution prevention plans, and permit fees would be required for 

this alternative. No additional area would be disturbed for connection to sewer pipelines as 

the proposed action. No impacts would result from this action. 

4.3.4 Biology 

Alternative No. 2 to the proposed action would have similar impacts to the proposed action. 

Construction of the new AFRC facility south of DRMO Road would be identical to the 

proposed action. The area is highly disturbed and contains little vegetation. No species of 

concern are found on this site. Construction of the new OMS facility north of DRMO Road 

will have no impact on protected species of plants or animals. The site contains a few 

creosote bushes and saltbushes, neither of which are protected nor of special value. 

Construction of the OMS facility on this site will have no significant impact. 

4.3.5 Land Use 

Land use in the area north of DRMO Road is classified as industrial and readily visible by 
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the lack of residential or recreation areas. North of the site are industrial facilities 

including: auto wrecking and salvage operations, railroad spurs, and other military 

operations. Fuel storage tanks are to the east. Development of Alternative No. 2 would 
-. 
· t have less impact than the proposed action, making the project overall more compatible with 
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the Nellis Base Comprehensive Plan and existing area land use. Development of the site 

would not be a significant impact. 

4.3.6 Traffic 

Traffic impacts as a result of implementing Alternative No. 2 to the proposed action would 

have the identical impact as the proposed project. Traffic impacts to the southeastern Las 

Vegas area would improve slightly as a result of decreased military personnel in the area 

during the peak visitor times (evenings and weekends). This alternative would increase 

traffic in the Nellis AFB area, but predominantly during periods of the-day when the roads 

are not congested. The impacts of Alternative No. 2 would be the same as the proposed 

action and should be considered as a slightly positive impact to the southeastern Las Vegas 

area and of no significance to the Nellis AFB area. 

4.3.7 Cultural Resources 

The potential impacts to cultural resources as a result of implementing Alternative No. 2 

would have similar impacts as the proposed action. The site for the OMS facility also shows 

no cultural resources present. The prior removal of six-feet of soil/fill material from the 

site, no record of archaeological resources in the Museum of Natural History for the site or 

in the immediate area, indicate that construction of Alternative No. 2 is considered to have 

no significant impact on cultural resources. 

4.3.8 Hazardous Materials Management 

Hazardous materials management under Alternative No. 2 would be identical as for the 
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proposed action. The AFRC personnel at the site would follow the NeUis AFB Plan 12 for 

the management of hazardous materials, identical to the procedures imposed at the proposed 

site. The impact as a result of using hazardous materials should not be a significant impact. 

4.3.9 Hazardous Waste Management 

The hazardous waste management practices for this alternative would be the same as for the 

proposed action. By following Base procedures for the purchase, tracking, and disposal of 

hazardous wastes, there should be no impact on the environment. 

4.4 No Action 

Under the no action alternative, the U.S. Army Reserve, the U.S. Navy Reserve, and the 

U.S. Marine Corps Reserve would continue to use the same facilities in downtown Las 

Vegas (Taylor Street) as they are currently using. Overcrowding conditions would continue 

to exist, further contributing to the overcrowding at the AFRC and negatively impacting 

parking and traffic conditions in downtown Las Vegas. Further, the no action alternative 

would be contrary to the mission of the U.S. Army and U. S. Marine Corps to form two 

new service units within the complex. 

4.4.1 Air Quality 

Short-term Impacts 

The no action alternative would eliminate the construction of the new AFRC/OMS facilities, 

thereby eliminating the short-term impacts to air quality resulting from construction. The 

PM10 emissions from construction would not be present nor the CO emissions from heavy 

equipment operations. There would be no impacts to short-term air quality as a result of no 

action. 
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Long-term Impacts 

The no action alternative would have the effect of increasing air emissions in the Las Vegas 

area as a result of the AFRC/OMS presence at the southeastern city limits. The population 

explosion in the area and increased tourism continue to adversely impact traffic congestion in 
the area, forcing vehicles to idle longer and increase the resultant pollutants to the air. The 

no action alternative would continue to adversely impact air quality in the city limits for all 
priority pollutants, with the possible exception of PM10• Continued operation of the 

AFRC/OMS facility in southeastern Las Vegas is considered as an adverse impact to air 

quality. 

4.4.2 Noise 

Sbort-term 

The no action alternative would eliminate the short term noise impact created as a result of 

constructing the new AFRC/OMS facility at Nellis AFB. No heavy truck equipment would 

enter the area with back fill materials and no construction noises would be created. 

Long-Term 

Under the no action alternative, no HET vehicles would be relocated to the Nellis AFB area 

and there would be no long-term noise impacts to the nearby Caffarelli Court mobile homes 

or Family Camp ground. 

4.4.3 Water 

The no action alternative would totally eliminate any impact to the groundwater or water use 

in the immediate area of Nellis AFB. The same amount of water would still be consumed, 

only at the Taylor Street facility. 
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Ill 

Potential flooding as a result of surface water runoff would not be reduced in any manner, 

therefore this would be considered a negative impact. 

4.4.4 Biology 

Elimination of the proposed AFRC/OMS in Area Ill would totally eliminate any construction 

related to the planned facility and leave 3Q-acres for native plants and wildlife. Due to the 

previous site excavation, the development of the site as a natural habitat is' quite limited. 

4.4.5 Land Use 

The no action alternative will have no impact on land use. The site would remain available 

for future development, most likely for development as an industrial site. 

4.4.6 Traffic 

The no action alternative would have a negative impact on overall traffic in the Las Vegas 

area. Congestion would continue to increase within the Las Vegas city limits, contributing 

to traffic delays and air pollution. No impact would occur in the area of Nellis AFB. 

4.4.7 Cultural Resources 

The no action alternative would have no impact on cultural resources since no activity would 

occur at the Nellis AFB site. 

4.4.8 Hazardous Materials Management 

Hazardous materials management under the no action alternative would continue in the same 

manner as is currently conducted by the AFRC/OMS in accordance with Army and Marine 

Corps requirements. 
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4.4.9 Hazardous Waste Management 

Hazardous waste management under the no action alternative would continue in the same 

manner as is currently conducted by the AFRC/OMS facility in accordance with Army and 

Marine Corps requirements. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
FOR THE ARMED FORCES RESERVE CENTER DATED DECEMBER 1995 

Responses to comments from HQ USARC dated 2 April1996 

1. Specific Comments on subject EA. 

Comment: 
a. Change all references for 63d Armed Forces Reserve Command (ARCOM) to 
63d Regional Support Command (RSC). 

Response: 
The name change has been applied where practical, firgures and tables still 
reflect the old name. A note has been added to the cover sheet stating the 
name change and that for th is document the names are used interchangeably. 

Comment: 
b. Page ES-2, last paragraph, 2d sentence: "alternative" instead of 
"alternatively". 

Response: 
The sentence now reads "This alternative would ... ". 

Comment: 
c. Page 1, 1st paragraph, line 5: "were built" instead of "was built". 

Response: 
The sentence now reads " ... were built for the U.S. Army .. .". 

Comment: 
d. Section 3.3.2: Does NAFB have a Well Head Protection Plan? If so, is the 
proposed action consistent with this plan? 

Response: 
There is a Well Head Protection Plan for NAFB monitoring wells, but there are no 
monitoring wells in the project vicinity. Cai-Nev and Texaco also have wells in 
the area, but none of their wells are on the west side of Range Road. There are 
no production wells in the project area. 
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Comment: 
e. Section 3.3.4: Does NAFB have a stormwater permit? Would the proposed 
AFRC be covered by this permit? Generally, tenant commands are included in 
base permits. 

Response: 
Yes, NAFB has a stormwater permit, and yes the AFRC would be included with 
the base permit. 

Comment: 
f. Section 3.4: Lists of state and federal endangered species should be 
included. Also, the 99th Air Base Wing (ACC) should receive a letter giving U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) concurrence with project. The referenced 
USFWS letter applies only to existing structures. 

Response: 
Lists of state and federal endangered species is added at the end of this 
appendix. The referenced Biological Opinion addressed a less disturbed area to 
the northwest of the proposed action, which was determined not to be desert 
tortoise habitat. The Nellis staff biologist has performed a 100 percent survey on 
7 Sept 1995 and no evidence of desert tortoise was found. A "no effect" 
determination was made and further consultation with USFWS is not required for 
this action. 

Comment: 
g. Section 3.7: Recommend obtaining a letter from the state Historic 
Preservation Office concurring that development at any of these sites would 
have no effect on cultural resources. 

Response: 
The Nevada State Clearinghouse provided the EA to SHPO for review and 
approval. SHPO replied with a letter to the clearinghouse stating they had no 
comments for the project. 

Comment: 
h. Section 3.8: This could be worded more clearly. do all activities, including 
non-USAF, order material through HAZMART? Or, are all shipments onto base 
logged into the system? 

Response: 
All activities order material through HAZMART and are logged into the system. 



Comment: 
I. Section 3.9, line 8: "Waste is segregated" not 'Waste management is 
segregated." 

Response: 
The existing statement is correct, waste management is segregated by waste 
type. The sentence now reads 'Waste is segregated and managed according to 
waste types ... " 

Comment: 
j . Section 3.9: What are the "Base practices" and "Base requirements" for 
hazardous waste disposal? Reference a specific instruction. 

Response: 
Nellis Air Force Base Plan 12- Hazardous Waste Management provide guidance 
and assigns responsibility for proper transport, handling, turn-in procedures and 
storage of wastes. 

Comment: 
k. Section 4.1.1: 

(1) A record of Non-Applicability is required. This is independent of 
NEPA, but should be note in EA. 

(2) Complete Emissions Analysis is required. This should include 
emissions calculations, procedures for determining emission, specific 
references to AP-42 emission factors, and analysis of direct and 
indirect emissions. 

Response: 
1) A record of Non-applicability is attached following this appendix. 

2) The short term emissions analyses contained in the document for PM10 and 
Carbon Monoxide are adequate since PM10 and CO are in non-attainment and 
where other emissions are in attainment. A formal Conformity Analysis is not 
required because emissions are below de minimis levels. 

Comment: 
I. Section 4.1 .2: Delete the sentence including "short-term impacts would not 
have a long term affect..."; that is why they are called short term impacts. 

Response: 
In general, a loud noise event over a short period of time could cause long-term 
effects (deafness or other hearing damage). The construction noise would not 
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be sufficient to cause long term effects on the neighboring areas. The sentence 
now reads "Short-term noise effects during construction would not produce long 
term effects on the residents .. ." 

Comment: 
m. Table 4-3: Either change column spacing, or change table layout to 
landscape vice portrait, so the rows do not wrap to a second line. Also, chart 
should be more clearly labeled. 

Response: 
Table 4-3 was not relevant and is removed from the document. 

Comment: 
n. Section 4.1.3.1: This paragraph describes stormwater. Surface water refers 
to an identifiable water bogy (i.e., lake, river, creek, etc.), not runoff. What is the 
volume of the catchment basins? How does this compare to runoff expected 
from various levels of rainfall? This paragraph implies that the area currently 
floods ("potentially reduce ... area flooding"). How often does it flood? Any 
problems expected from contamination of stormwater by the activities at the 
AFRC/OMS? 

Response: 
The title of the paragraph now reads "Stormwater". The first sentence now reads 
• ... as illustrated in Figure 2-3." At the time of this writing the exact volume of the 
catchment basins is not known. The design will be sufficient to remove 16.5 
acre-feet of water. Flooding occurs in many areas of the Las Vegas Valley 
because the soil is caliche, which is very hard, actually a form of cement, and 
has poor infiltration qualities. Large culverts and catchment basins exist 
throughout the area to alleviate flooding problems. The annual precipitation is 
approximately four inches, the majority falls in the summertime during 
thunderstorms. The catchment basins would drain off stormwater, and it is not 
expected the activities would cause contamination to stormwater. 
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Comment: 
o. Section 4.1.3.4: What are the requi rements for an oil/water separator? Cite a 
reference. Does the separator discharge to sanitary sewer? If not, will NPOES 
permit be applied for? Stormwater discussion should be consolidated with 
Section 4.1.3.1. 

Response: 
An oil/water separator is required by Clark County Resolution 92-012. The 
regulation governs grease and oil from discharging to the sanitation sewer 
facilities. Yes, oil/water separators generally discharge to the sanitary sewer, if 
the discharged to the storm drain then an NPOES permit would be required. 
The second paragraph of section 4.1.3.4 now reads as the last paragraph of 
section 4.1.3.1. 

Comment: 
p. Section 4.1.7: As noted previously, letter from SHPO should be included. 

Response: 
See response to Specific Comment 1.g. 

Comment: 
q. Section 4.1.8: Second paragraph, second and th ird sentences should be 
reworded, perhaps combined. (For example, "Oil changes are only conducted 
when laboratory testing indicates that an oil change is needed"). 

Response: 
The sentence now reads "Oil changes are only conducted when laboratory 
testing indicates that an oil change is needed". 

Comment: 
r. Section 4.2.7: A letter of concurrence from SHPO should be included. 

Response: 
See response to Specific Comment 1.g. 

Comment: 
s. Section 4.3.7: A letter of concurrence from SHPO should be included. 

Response: 
See response to Specific Comment 1.g. 



Comment: 
t. Section 5.0: The USFWS (and/or Nevada Game and Fish), Nevada Bureau 
of Air Quality, SHPO should have been consulted. 

Response: 
The USFWS does not require consultation, see response to Comment# 8. Air 
pollution consultation goes through the county office in Las Vegas and the Clark 
County Health District, Air Pollution Control District was consulted. SHPO has 
reviewed the draft EA. 

2. General Comments to the EA 

Comment: 
According to the National Environmental Policy Act, an EA must address 
alternatives to the proposed action, including the no action alternative. However, 
the Alternative Actions in this EA are variations in the layout of the faci lity at the 
same location, not true alternatives. Even though other factors may dictate use 
of the proposed site, a proper EA should evaluate an alternative location, such 
as one of the sites examined by the Site Selection Committee. 

Response: 
In general, different sites would be included and analyzed as alternatives. In this 
case, the internal draft of the EA identified alternate sites as examined by the 
Site Selection Committee. These sites were all ten acre sites, one on the north 
side of Range Road, another on the north side of DRMO road (see alternative 2) 
and ten acres on the proposed site (Alternative 1). These sites were based on 
an area of 10 acres for the reserve center. As time went on, the Army Reserve 
identified the requirement for more area, 16.5 acres total. The Range Road site 
would not accomodate the additional area and the DRMO site was combined 
with the original ten acre proposed site. Therefore, the alternative sites which 
were distinct alternative locations have evolved to the present alternatives. 



Responses to comments from HQ ACC/CEVA dated-Original date Mar 1996, 
retransmitted 7 June 1996, 2 Apri11996 

1. Specific Comments on subject EA. 

Comment 1: 
Page 3, para 2, 5th line: Change AFR 19-2 to Air Force Instruction 32-7061 . 

Response: 
The sentence now reads "Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7061 implements NEPA 

" 

Comment2: 
Page 37: Remove Figure 3-2 

Response: 
Removing the figure would repaginate the whole document. The figure does not 
detract from the document and it does indicate a trend of decreasing CO 
emissions rate. 

Comment 3: 
Page 39, para 2: How can it be intermittent if it is an average dB. 

Response: 
The sentence now reads " ... noise exposure levels up to 70 dB in intensity." 

Comment4: 
Page 41. Table 3-1 : Already say we have noise levels of 70 dBA, then we are 
already in exceedance before this action takes place. What scale is this table in 
Hz per second (ed. note Hz already has units of time [cycles/sec))? Our noise 
expert suggests contacting the Clark County Airport Overlay District (if available) 
for more compatible noise levels in this area. 

Response: 
Leave table in per telephone conversation with Sheryl Parker, HQ ACC/CEVA on 
24 Jul96. 

CommentS: 
Page 42, Table 3-2: What is your source? 

Response: 
Physics, Principles with Application, Third Edition, Prentice Hall, 1992. 



CommentS: 
Page 49, Figure 3-7: Not necessary. Just state that the site has been used as a 
dumping found (sic) by area visitors (as already written in document). 

Response: 
See comment 2 above. 

Comment7: 
Page 59, Para 1, line 4: It is less than 14 tons during construction, not per year. 
Once construction completed, won't be generating (at least this amount). 

Response 
The sentence now reads ... are roughly 14 Tons during construction." 

CommentS: 
Page 59, Line 4, 170 Tons Per Year): Check this number, this seems really low 
tome. 

Response: 
170 TPY OK. 

CommentS: 
Page 59, Para 3: This paragraph which discusses reduction of PM10 during 
construction through water application should go into Para 2. 

Response: 
Done. 

Comment 10: 
Page 65, Table 4-3: What do these numbers represent, i.e. inside the HET? 
What is dBB? These numbers are Als (similar to SELs) which are not the same 
levels for comparison to the AICUZ which is given in Ldn. For ground sources 
Ldn +(sic, should be=) AL + 10LOG (Dd + 10 On)- 49.4, where Dd equals the 
event duration in seconds daytime and On equals the event duration in seconds 
nighttime. 

Response: 
Table 4-3 is not necessary and removed from the document 

Comment 11: 
Page 72, 3rd Para: How can you say land use would change when it is already 
designated as industrial use in the first place? 



Response: 
The document does not directly state the land use will change. The mixed 
zoning should consider all of the land uses in the area, residential, recreation 
and industrial. Although the area is primarily industrial, increased noise from the 
AFRC/OMS would impact the residential and the recreational users of the land. 



-···· ............ ........ ·······- -- --- - ---·- .. -· ··-- - ·· .. 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
FOR THE ARMED FORCES RESERVE CENTER DATED DECEMBER 1995 

Responses to comments from Nevada Division of Environmental 
Protection through Nevada State Clearinghouse dated 1 March 1996. 

Comment: 
The proposed site appears to be free of hydrocarbon contamination. 

Response: 
Soil borings were taken at the proposed site and sampled for hydrocarbon 
contamination. The results confirms hydrocarbon contamination. The results 
are attached to this appendix. 

Comment: 
It should be noted that the ground water contamination from hydrocarbons does 
exist beneath the CAL-NEV fuel farm east of the proposed location. 

Response: 
Paragraph 3.3.4 is renamed Water Quality. The following paragraph is added to 
the end of section 3.3.4. 

"There are no groundwater monitoring wells in the proposed and alternative 
locations. Known ground water contamination of the shallow aquifer exists 
across and down gradient. Across Range Road east of the proposed location, 
ground water contamination from hydrocarbons does exist beneath the CAL
NEV fuel farm." 



ATTACHMENTS TO RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

ATTACHMENT SUBJECT 
l. List of Endangered Species within or Near Nellis AFB 

2. Record of Non-Applicability 

3. Soil Boring Results 



ATTACHMENT 1 

LIST OF ENDANGERED SPECIES PRESUMED OR 
KNOWN TO OCCUR WTTIDN OR NEAR NELLIS AFB 



..., 
• -.... 

••••••• 
Table 3-5 

Endangered and Threatened Species Presumed or Known to Occur 
Within or Near Nellis A FB 

Group 

Plants 

Fish 

Reptiles 

Birds 

Sciemific Name 

Astragalus ooplrorus var. 
clokeyanus 

Opumia whipp/ei var. 
multi ge11icu/ata 

Sphaeromeria compacta 
Sy 111 lry ri.r ra mmc111i 11a 

Ptyclrocheilu.r /uci11s 

Xerol;ates ngnssizii 

Falco peregri1111S 011at11m 
Hnlineews leucocephallls 

C I • Candidate Category I 
C2 • Candidate Category 2 
T = Threatened 
E = cndangered 
CE = Critically Endangered 

' CL =Clark 

Source: USAF 1991; BLM 1992; USFWS 1990 

Common Name Federal 

Milkvetch Cl 

Whipple's prickly pear Cl 
Sphaeromeria CI 
Kittentails Ct 

Colorado squawfish E 

Desert tortoise T 

American peregrine falcon E 
Bald eagle E 

Status' 
State 

CE 

CE 
CE 
CE 

CE 

CE 

CE 
CE 

Counry' 

CL 

CL 
CL 
CL 

CL 

CL 

CL 
CL 



ATTACHMENT 2 

RECORD OF NON-APPLICABILITY AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN US EPA AND THE DEPARTMENT OF THE 

ARMY 
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Mr. Raymond J. FalZ 

UNITED. STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PFIOTECTION AGENCY 
NATIONAL VEHICLE AND FUEL EMISSIONS LABORATORY 

2565 PLYMOUTH ROAD 
ANN ARBOR. MICHIGAN "810 5 

Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Anny · · 
{EnvirQnment. Safety. and Occ11pational Health) 
Departmeat of the Anny 
Office of the Assistant Secretary 
Washington, D.C. 20310 

· Dear Mr. F atz: 

~s;;ce: OF 
AI?. A.l\0 ?.AOIAT:C:-..-

This will respond to your letter elated September ~9. 1995, to Mr. Charles N. Freed, 
Director of the fonner Manufacrurers Operations Di v.ision of tbe Environmental Protection 
A&ency's (EPA} Office of Mobile Sources'. in which yotL endorsed the Scpttmber 18, 1995, 
letter to Mr. Freed from Mr. H. Richard Haines of your office:. Mr. HaiDcs' letter foi'V<lltdcd to 
_EPA your revised Conditional Fleetwide National Security Exemptions (NSEs) of 199S for our 

. review and approvaL 

This list of conditional NSEs was based on a proposed renewal of an 1988 agreement 
between EPA and the Department of the Anny regarding the U$. Army Tank-Automotive . 
Command's (T ACOM's) furure acquisi~ons of noncomplYing heavy-duty engines fur tactical 
vehicles under EPA' s longsta!tding NSE program. This 19111 aazeement expired at the eild of 
1995;.EPAand TACOM have been working on an appropriate renewal of this agreement · 

-After our review of your submi~ion, we. ha.Ye now approved l ) the Conditio cal Fleetwide 
NSEs of 1996 and 2) a renewal of the agreement ( .. Guidelines for Natiooal Securify Exemptions 
of Motor Vehicles and Motor V chicle Engines FY 1996 to FY 2000), with some modifications ~o 
the ·final terms of these documents which were the result of discussions between my staff and 
Mr. Thonias Landy of your office. We have enclosed a copy of the Conditional NSE list and the 
GUidelines for yo Ill' information. We offer below some discussion on the backgro'Utl.d of our· 
deeision to approve this new agreement · 

. On October 4, 1983, EPA sent a letter to you (copy enclosed) outlining the NSE 
guidelines applicable at that time. R.eprcscrtta.tiYes from EP.A a11d TACOM developed thne 
guidelines to cover the Deptlrtment of the Army's (DA) tactical motor vehicle fleet. The 
guidelines stated (in part): 

1 The Office of Mobile Sources (OMS) was reorganized effective October I, 1995: 
Under the: new organization. the NSE Program will be administered by the Engine Proe:fams and 
Compliance Di-ilision. which I direct: Mr. Freed is now Director of the Fuels and Energy . 
Division of OMS. 

05/ 03/96 FRI 11 :49 (TX/ RX NO 92541 
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These NSE guidelines shall be in cifect througlt 1995. Prior to the expil'lttion date 
of this agreement, EPA and DA n:ptescntatives will review cum:nt technology 
regulations with a view towarli entering into an extension or amendment of this 
agreement to cover a succeeding period. 

F . lil3 

The 1988 guidelines gave EPA rcvi~>W criteria for decisions on NSE. requi:sts :~nd 
eocpcditcd DA 's. NSE procurement process. Be.;ause the process outlined in .the initial iUideiines 

·proved successful, EPA believes it is appropriate to.implement sirnil:u guidelines. for DA 's 
rae tical motor vehicle 11eet for the years I 996 th.-ough 2000. Aftcr.numerou.s discussions with 
Mr. Landy of your staff and =al other representatives from other departments, EPA and 
TACOM fashioned the attached guidelines after thl: previous agreement of 1988, and added new 
guidei.inc:S for longer term contracts. Briefly, these new guidelines provide that when 
vehicle/engine production tuns exceed five years, the DA will investigate the feasibility of . 
improving erigine emissions ar certain points in ·the life of the productioQ. fUll. and will commit tci · 
implementing any feasible elllission improvements unless the tactical vehicle mission objectives 
wo~ld be substantially impaired. . 

Thes.e &Uidelines out! inc: the: procedures and conditions by which DA may submit 
requests for .NSEs to·EPA for specific militwy tactical motor vehicles and their 
replacement/spare elliine requirements. Basically, EPA grants to T ACOM a conditional NSE 
for all velticles and ef)gines listed in the .. Conditional National Security Exemptions of 1996." 

· k TACOM aWards or modifies contracts to incorporate NSEs from the list, the vehicle/engine 
: InanuraCturer awarded the contract will write to EPA requesting the transfer of TACOM's NSE. 

After TACOM notifies EPA in writing that it awarlied the r;nanufacturer the· contract and lim the 
· number of vehicles and engines involved, EPA will transfer the NSE to the manufactUrer. 

EPA an~ T ACOM decided not to include three w:tical vehicles ( HEMTT, L VS, and 
HETS) in the reprocurement section of the "Conditional"NSEs of 1996." TACOM haS · 
expressed concern that confo~ty with the NSE guidelines we~d substantially impair the. 
tactical mission objectives of th~e three vehicles. As a result, EPA and T ACOM are dlai\:ing 
s~parate NSE agnliments for ea~:h of these three vehicles. EPA understands that TACOM.will 
continW! 10 investigate the feasibility·of compliance with the NSE guidelines· for these vehicles, 
and"will ' impl.ernent any emission improvements which may be developed within the applicable · 
standarlis. 

For implementing these agreements, EPA and DA agree that the foll~g terms have the. 
specific meanings set forth below: 

(A) The tenn "procuremtnt'' means centrad award. 
.. 

(B) The term ''reprocurement" means contract award for an existing vehicle or vehicle 
en&ine. 

(C) ·The terms "sp""' engines" and " replacement engines" have the identical meaning 
and may be: used interchanieably. · 

05 / 03 / 96 FR I 11 :49 [TXJRX NO 9254) 
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(D) The exercise of an option on a contract for tacti~al vehicles or .~cle engines 
should not be co!ISidend a contract award as defined· in (a} above and 
consequently should not be comidereci as procu~ment or reprocureincnt. 

lf you have a:'ly questions, pjease call me at (202) 233-9287 or Ms. Lisa Reiter of my 
staff at (202) 233-92815. 

ester . France, Director 
Engiitc Programs and Compliance Division 

· Ell~losures . 

' 

.. · 

05/03/ 96 FRI 11 : 49 [TXIU SO 9254) 
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Februazy 12, 1996 

CO:Nl)mONAL NATIONAL SECURITY EXEMPTIONS OF 1996 

1) New Tactical Vehicle Configuntjpn ProCI!lemeDt 

a. Fl'\IITV- Multi year procun:ment for FY91 thru 98 complies with 91 MY 
standatds. 

· b. PLS •• Procurement for FY90 thru 97 complies with 90 MY siandards. · 

2) Ne;w Tactical Vehicle Cgpfigwatjgp Replac;mcnt En~Pnes Prncvr;m;nt 

. a. FMTV •• Procurement for FY90 thru 96 complies with 91 MY standards. 

b. ·PtS - Proclll11ment for FY90 thru 97tomplies with 90 MY standards. 

J) &:procurement of Ex.i!ting Tactical Vehjcle• 

·a. A2-HMMWV ·- Procu:ernent for FY95 thru 2000 complies with 95 MY 
standar<U. (Procurement for FY2002 tbru 2007 complies with 2002 MY 
standards.) 

b. FMTv - Multi year procurement for FY99 tbtu 2003 complii!S ..,.;th 99 MY 
standards . 

• c. M917Al.-- Procurement for FY95 thru 98 complies with 95 M:Y standards. 

d. ESP·· ProcUiement for FY93 thru 97 complies with·93 MY Standards .. 

4) · ReplacemeptEngine Procurement for Existing Tactjc:al Vebjclcs 

a. A2-HMMV..'V -· Prcx:urement for FY95 thru 2001 conip!ies with 95 MY 
standarcb. 

b. M939A2 -- Procurement for.FY9S thru 2000 will be consistent With the vehicle 
reprocurement and will comply wi1h 91 MY standards. 

c. HEMTT- Procurement for FY9S thru 99 complies with standards~ upon 
between EPA and T ACOM based on on&oin& investigation. · 
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800® 

d. FMTV - Multi year procurement for.FY99 thru 2003 complies with 99 MY 
standards. . 

c. M9l~Al -- Proc=:ment for FY95 thru 2000,complics with MY standards agreed 
. upon at time of contract awani. 

f. M917Al --Procurement for FY95 thru 98 complies with 9S'MY stanc!ards. 

i· ESP- PIOCUI:l:mcnt for FY95 thru 2000 will be consistent' with the vehicle 
reprcx:urement and will comply with 93 MY standards. 

. ' 

.. 

05 / 03/96 FRI 11 : 49 [Tl/RI ~0 9254) 
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· .February 12. 1996 

Guidelines for National Se~:urity Exemptions of 
· Motor Vehicles and Motor Vehicle Engines. 

(from FY 1996 -~ FY 2000) 

1. Proudura 
· . The bepartrnent of the Army (DA) will submit requests for Natiorial Security . 

Exemptions (NSEs) to the U. S. Env~nmental Protection Agcm:y (EPA) for specific 
tactic:al vehicles or tactio;;al vehicle engines and spare eJiiinc requirements. EPA will 
grant·a conditional NSE to the Army for those tactical vehicles or engines, including 
spare engi.n.es, that fit wilhin !he guideli.n.es generated and mutually agrCed to. by EPA an.ci 
TACOM representatives. Vehicle a:ndlor engine manufacturers who are awarded the 
contract·for procurement will then write to EPA directly for transfer of the Army's 
conditional exemption to their particular vehicle and/or engine. After TACOM notifies 

. EPA in writing that the manufadUl'e'r wa.s awarded the contract md the number of 
11ehicles ancl elliines involved. EPA will transfer the NSE to the manuf~. 

2. ·. Vehide Procurement 
New Tactical Vehicle Configuration - Vehicles will comply with emission standards in 
effect in the first yur of vehicle eystem procurement ( e.g.,·new vehicle p~cint in 
FY 95 must meet 95 model year standards) unless tactiea1·1/ehic.le mission objectives 
'IOo'Ould be substantially impain!d. 

' 
Reprocliremec.t of Existing T~tical Vehicles- Velli.c:lcs will comply "'ith emission 
stan~ in effect in tbc first year of procarem.ec.t (e.g ., vehicle rcproc:urement in FY 98 
must meet 98 model yeu standards) unless tactical vehicle mission objectives would be . 

· substantially impaired. 

J.. Raplacmaeat Engin• 
Replacement engines will meet standards ~hat apply to the latest vehicle procurement or 
reproc:urement (e.~: .• replacement engines procUred in FY 98 must meet 95 model yur 
standards if the.lafest.vehicle reproc:urement was~ FY95) unless tactical vehicle. mission 
objectiYcs would be substantially impaired. or if engines 11r1: no longer physically or 
'fw>diooally interchangeable. 

4. Loacer Term Coatraets 
· For vehicle procluc:tloc. runs exceeding five years, DA will investigate the feasibility pf 
impro~ engine emissions as follows: .. 

A . DA, through the. appropriate Project Mllnllier (PM), wiii c:oc.duc:t !he 
investigation at specified production breakpoints determined by the PM. The 
initial investigation should occur no later thao fi:ve year3 aib:r the contr~t 

05/ 03/95 FRI 11:49 !TX/RX ~0 92541 
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UNITED STATES ENVIIIIONMENTAL PROTECT~ AGENC:Y 
WASHINGTON. O.C:. 20410·· 

Mr •. Lewi& o. Walller 
Deputy for Environ=ent, Safe~y 

and Oc~upational ~eal~n 
Department of _the Ar~~ay 

4 !988 

oUi~e or the ·Aeeistan~ se~cetary 

li'aahingto.n, tx: 20310 

,oe•r Mr:. Walker: 

CH-it~ o; 
... ..,.0 R&Cli&TIO" 

·. 

On May 25 and 26, 1918, ·repr:eaentativea froa the u.s • 
&nvironaental Prote~tion Agency (EPA) and the u.s . Acay Tan~ 
Autoaoti"e Ccm1una {'!'ACOf(} aet to develop guidelines for · : 
Na~ional Security Exe~p~ions [NSEs} that would cover the 
Department of Ar~y (DA) Ta~tical Vehicle Fleet . Specificaily, 
these guidel ines would al low OA to plan for future pr:o~ureaent 
of silltary tactical vehicles and replacesen~ en~ines that 
woLild be consistent vith Section 20J(b ) (l·) of 1:he Clean IUr 
ll.ct. In a letter dated July 18, 1988, you. ·aubaitte4 _to £PA 
pcoposed . guideline& and specific applications of theee · 
9aidelines to the entice fleet of ligh't, ~ed-iu• and ,b.eavy 
tactical vehicles and their replace•e~t engines . · 

··on ·August 22, 1!118, EPA and· TACOM re·presentat i ves part i • 
c1pated in a conferen1=e call to further disc~sa tbe .de·tai1s 
of these c:~uidelifl•• . At tbe conclusion of 'this confer·ence 
call'; coftCQn l angvage fo.r tllese guideline• and ita applications 
were ag r·eed to by EPA and 'l'ACOI!l. 

Tile final version of tile guidelines consists of two 
's!'lpac.ata aqreeaenta between EPA and 'CA• l) Conditional lfSEa 
of 1988 and 21 Guidelines for MSEa. Tile firat. agreeaent 'gc•nts 
CA corid1t1onai •saa for. tilt! vehicles and replaceaent/apue 
enq ina a· liated in ln~loaure 1. we consider General l'lY,nn • a 
Ju.n.e a!l, 1tl8 letter to be the endorseaent of forthco~ing 
ezeaption ~equescs froa motor vehicle/engine aanufacturera. 
If TAeOR awards o~ aodifiea contracts 1:0 incorporate · • MSE 
listed in Enclosure 1, - tben tile vehicle/engine aanufacturec 
who has been awarded the contract vill write to EPA requesting 
·transfer of the Acay'a conditional NSE. 
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award. unless fewer than 2()9/o of the vehicles remain to be de!i~r-cOd. . 
. SubseqUent investigations should occur at three yev intl:rvals, but no further 

investigation is requized if fewer than 20% of the vehicli!s remain ttl be. 
delivered.. The PM also will conduct an investiga~on when advi!ed by. the 
en&lne manufa.ctw.er that the existing engine ""ill no longa be avaii able. The 
PM will notify EPA when such an. investigation bas commenced. 

B. The PM will coordinate these efforts within its organization and with the 
engine manufa~r and/or prime contr.~etor. At a minimum, the PM will 
request from the engine manufaetur'Cr and/or prime c<:>lltt'llctor any available 

·technical iJ:formation related to improved engine emission! &om the present 
en&inc or the availability of a new engine. 

C . The PM will internally assess the kasibility of implementation of any · 
proposed improvements to engine emissions and·any effect(!) on vehicle 
production, c:ost. fielding, maintenance. logistics, readj.ncss and other mission 
objec:ti ves. 

D . The PM will notify EPA, in writing within 120 days'ofthe specified 
production breakpoint of the results of its investigation, an.d will include any . 
technical informa.rion obtaiJ),ed &om the engine m.anufactu= or prime 
contractor. 

. E. If the PM m2fes a finding in the report tO EPA that an engiiie with improved 
emissions performance or other proposed improvements to en&Ute emissions 
is available, the PM will .com.mit to implementing the recommended 
improvements Unless tact ical vehicle .mission objectives (including cost} 
would be substantially impaired. 

5. Renewal ofGuidel.i.Des . . . 
The~ NSE iUidelines shall be in effect through «a~endar year 2000. Before the 
expiration of this agreement, EPA and DA representatives will review cutftn.t technology 
and regulations with a view toward entering into an extension or amendment of this · 
agreement to eover a succeeding period of ti.n].e. · 
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Tile ·second agreemen t i s the gu i.delines foe fut~o~re NS.t::s 
wh i ch ace' not cover ed by the conc:Htional NSEa of 1988 .(see 
Enclosure 2.). These g~o~i·del lnes out-l i ne the- prol:educ"s and 
conditions by whi<:h . DA may 'subm i t add i t 'ional r equests for 
NSEs ' to · ~PA for spec i f i c mil i tary tactica~ vehicles and 
th~ir repla<:ement/spa~e e ng i ne cequ i rem.,nts . 

. · For the . p~o~rpose of impleme ntin9 the_se 4CJteeaet:tta• EPA 
and .DA. furt:ller agr e e that the following terms; have. the 
specific meanings set out bel9w: 

(a) 

(·bl 

{c ) 

The teem pcocl.ire!llent ntean s contract award·. 

The terms ·space engines and replacement engint!IS 
h'ave the identical meaning ilnd uy be uaec:l inter
changeabl y. 

The exercise of an opt i on on a contract for tactical 
vehiclea should not be considered ·a contract aw;u:c:l 
as defined in (a) . above and consequently ·shou l d · 
not be ~onsidered as procu~ e111ent o _r . r~proc:uremeiit. 

· If you have any ques.tlons, please. <:all Ma. Mary T. S•ith 
of my staff at ( 202) 182-2500. 

Enclosures 

-· 

Si ncerely yours, 

&IlL/ 
Cr'lo r l ·es 1!1 . Freed ; o i rec:t.or 

Manufacturer$ Operations niviaion . 

05103/96 FlU ll: 49 (T!/ RX NO 92541 
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£nc· los1.1 r e 2 

GUIDELIN~5 FOR NATIONAL S£CURI~ EXEMPTIONS 

· 1. . Proc·educes: 

T~e pepartment of t~e Army COAl will submit requests 
for National Security ~xeaptiona ( N~Es ) to EPA for specific 

' tactical vehicles and t~eir spare engine requireaents. EPA 
vill grant a conditional MSB tc the Ar_ay fer 'those tact i cal 
ve'llicles, incluc:Hnq spere engines, that tit within the gu·lde
lin•• qenerated and Mutually a~reed to b~ BPA and TACOM · 
cepresentat~ves . Vehicle and/or engine •anufacturecs vho 
are avacded the contract for proaure•ent will tben ·vrite . to 
EPA directly for transfer of t~e Aray ' s conditional exe•ption 
to their particular vehicle and/or engine. . 

· 2. . Ve~icle Procureaen ts: 

a. Mew Tact:ica·l Ve~ icle Cqnfigurat'i.on: · Vehicle• will 
comply wit~ em i ssion standards in effect in the -first year 
of vehie,le aystem proeu.rellent (e.g .. new veh i cll! procu·rement 
in !'Y 18 111ust nu•et 88 MY standards) unleaa tactical -vehicl e 
mission objec~ives wculd .. be subst~nti~lly L~paired. 

b . 1teprocure11ent of Exlstin<; Tac.t.ical Veh ielea: Vehi
cles vill compl y wi th eaiasion standacda in effect' in the 
f i rst: year o f reprocurement (e.g .• ~ehicle repcocureaent i n !'Y 
! l muat meet 91 MY standards) unless· tactic•l vehicle aiasion 
ob j ectives would ' be substant i ally iapaired . 

· 3. · .Replacetllent Engines: 

Replaceaent engines w-ill ael!t standards vhieh ·apply to 
the la t est vehicl e procurl!aent or reprocureaent (e.g. , 
replacl!aent enq inea procured in PY , .• au at 11eet 9l MY 
standards if the latest vehiele reprocureaent vaa in· TY 91.) 
unleaa tact:ic~l vehicle miaaion objective& would be .aubatan- · 
tially . iapaired ·or if engines are no longer ·pbyaically or 
fur.ct:ionally interchangeable. 

· 4. Tbeae 8atio1\al Sec~o~rit.y Exellption 9uidelinea · &hal'l be 
in ef!ect . through 1995. Prior to tb• ezpiration of thia 
a9reeaent~ EPA and DA r~pr.sentativea vill review current 
technology an4 regulations with a view toward enteiing ' into 
an eaten•ion or aaendaent of this agt·eeaent to cover a· · 
succeeding per i od of tiae . 
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11\ClOIIlre 1 

CORDITIOKAL MATIOSAL SECgRIT! EI~TIONS OP 1988 

Key Tactical Vehicle Configuration Procure~ents 

a. FMT/ - Procurement for ~ 91 thru 95 complies vith 
91 MY st.anc!.u:ds. 

b. PLS - Precuresent fer FY 90 tbru 95 co=pliea with 
90 MY statldard.s. 

c. BETS (XMl07CJ - Procurement tor rY 89 compl~es vith 
l98B MY standards. Procurement for FY 90 t~r~ 91 
complies with l9!0 MY standards. 

d. M939A2 - Proc~&re.=ent for FY 88 thru 89 complies 
with 1988 MY standards . Procurement for FY 90 thru 
91 complies with 90 MY standards. 

e. M91SA2 - Procut!!!llent tor FY 88 thru 89 complies with 
88 MY standaz:es. 

f. M9l6Al - Procurement for n: 88 c:olllj;llies with 88 MT 
standards. 

9• BDMZT - Procurement for FY 91 thru 94 complies vi th 
MY standards. 

2. Ne~ TActical vehicle Configuration Replacement Engines 
Proeuremertt 

a. FMTV - Procurement for FY 92 thru 95 complies vtth 
91 KY stand&rds. 

b. PLS - Procurement for FY 90 thru 95 complies ~ith 
90 MY ste.ndards . 

c. EETS ~~~1070) - Procurement for T! 89 complies vith 
88 MY standards. Procurement for FY 90 tbru 95 
complies with 90 MY st&ndar~s. 

d. M93,A2 - P~ocurement for FY 89 com?lies with 88 MY 
standards. Ptecure~ent fer FY 90 thru 95 complies 
w i t..'l 90 M¥ stanciards. 

e. M9lSA2 - Pz:ccurement fer F! 89 thru 95 complies with 
8 8 MY ste.nd uds. 

f. M9l6Al- Procurement for FY 89 thru 95 complies with 
88 MY standards. 

05/ 03/ 98 FRI 11:49 ITX IRX NO 9254 ) 
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g. EDKET - Pro=Yreaent for FY 91 thru 95 complies vith 
91 MY standards • · 

3. Reprocure~ent of Existing Tactical Vehicles: 

~~ - Procurement fer PY 88 thru 90 =oaplies with 
87 MY standards. Procurement for rY 93 thru 94 complies 
vith 91 MY standards. 

4. Replacement En;ine Procurements for Existing Tactical 
Vehicles; ' ·· 

a. a~~ - Procure~ent for FY 88 thru 92 complies with 
87 MY standards. ?~ocurement for rr 93 thru 95 complies 
with 91 MY standards. 

b. cucv - Procurement !or FY 92 tbru 95 complies with 
87 MY standards. 

c. M939/M939Al - Procu~ement for FY 94 thru 95 complies 
with as MY standarcs. r: repowered, will comply with 
91 MY standards. 

d. M809 -Procurement for rr 93 thru 95 complies 88 MY 
standards. If repovered, will comply with 91 MY 
standards. 

e. M39Al/M39A2 i M44Al/M44A2 - Select option l of 
EPA's September 30, 1987 letter which e~empts an 
additional 16,400 multifuel engines thr~ CY 92. 

9· 

h. 

1. M39Al/K39Al - Proc~rement fer FY 88 thrY 9l 
exempt from meeting stanc!.ar~s. Procurement 
for F! 93 thrl! 95 con~plies with 91 :1!'! standards. 

2. M44Al/M44A2 - ?rocurement for f~ Bo thru 92 
complies wit~ 87 MY standar~s. Procurement 
for FY 93 thr:l 95 complies with 91 ~tt standards. 

M977 - Procurement for FY 88 thru 89 complies with 
88 MY standards. ?rocurement fgr FY 90 t~r~ 95 
complies with 90 MY standards if commercial engines 
are awailable and acceptable to DA; Qtherwise, 
complies vith 88 MY s~andzrds. 

M9lS - Procurement for F"! 88 thru 95 com!?lies with 
es MY stan~ards. 

M9ll - Procuremel\~ for FY 88 thru 95 complies with 
88 MY standards. 

05 / 03/ 98 FRI 11 : 49 [TX/ RI ~0 9254 ) 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

SOIL BORING RESULTS 



... ...... ..... ... .. , .,_ ... ....... _ ... ..... ........... ··- .. . 

To: GeneLiu 
From. Todd Wilson 

RE: Armed Services Reserve Center Soil Borings at :-<ellis Air Force Base, Nevada. 

May 17, 1996 

I. I have reviewed the data provided by Terracon in suppon of the Reserve Center at Nellis 
Air Force Base. All of the analytical data was analyzed by Nevada Environmental Laboratories 
(NEL) in Las Vegas, Nevada. The scope requested the installation of ten soil borings to be 
placed within the proposed construction areas. Nine of the soil borings were installed. Soil 
boring 7 had poor recovery from the sampling tool, and therefore could not be submitted for 
analysis. The reason for the poor recoveries should be justified within their field notebooks, and 
their repon documentation. Soil boring locations are provided on the conceptual layout diagram. 

2. One soil sample from each of the nine soil borings was submitted for analysis by EPA 
Method Modified 8015 for Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH), and Volatile Organic 
Compounds (VOCs) by EPA Method 8240. Samples were collected by Terracon on May 7 and 
May 8, 1996. 

3. In reviewing the laboratory data, it is apparent that no TPH contamination is present in 
soil borings 1-6 and 8- 10. In discussion with Terracon personnel, no staining or indication of 
contamination is present at the site. Minor detections of xylene are present in sample B- 10@0.0 
and B-6@5.0. Total xylene concentrations range fr6m 10 to 22 ppb total xylene (all isomers) in 
these two samples. The total xylene_ concentration is derived by adding the meta-xylene and o,p
xylene results. 

4 Quality Control (QC) data were within required limits. All surrogate recoveries and 
duplicate analyses were within required limits. Since all QC requirements are within acceptable 
limits, the data is useable for all intended purposes 

5. Even though several minor detections of xylene. are present in the soil boring samples, the 
concentrations are orders of magnitude below any action !eve! criteria or concentration of 
concern. Therefore, the site is considered to be clean, and there will be no regulatory concerns 
resulting from the construction of the Reserve Center and associated facilities at this location due 
to site contamination. 

6. If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at 402-221-7750. 

Todd C. Wilson 
USACE Project Chemist 
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~EVADA ErfVIROr, .Em'AL 
IABORATOR\' 

CLIENT: Tctncon Ccnsullams 
4343 S. Polarit Ave. 
Las Vcpll. NV 19102 

ATTN: De bone FitzpalricJ(-Moul 

PROJECT NAMf: .Rc.scrvc Center Borings 
PROJECTNUMBER: 64967117 

~010 
f'~ !12 

\.J Lea v- Ollllslan 
4208 ~Way, 5ulte A • 1M v-. 1W 890-'0 

(7ctl) ••7-1010 • .. _ (702) 857· 15 77 
I.S00.36~22 1 

NEL ID: 1.9605064 

Ana.:hc<f are the analytical results for samples in supporr ofdu: ..bo.e iCt\oJ<nccd project. 

SlliYlploa submitted fer this projod an OSI071S16 wen> reoci'fG<i in gcocl COI'didon and under chain ofc<utody. 
Unless othet\>llse notad., no ano111alies were assceiar.cd with this project. 

Should you hove any quemons or comments, plcue feel fRe to con.l.let our Client Servic:6:< lkpartmcnt 

(702) 6S7-IOJO. 

Corporate Olflce II( Reno Ol vbion • I 0:50 Malley l.ane • llenO. IW 89502 • (70:1.) .348-~Sll 
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CLIENT: T<!r'IU<>n Consultalll$ 
PROJECT NAME; R.eserv. Cctlta" Boring;s 
PROJECT NlJMBER! 64967117 ANALYST: JW 

METHOD; TOTAL EXUlACfABLE Pl!:TROLE'UM HVDROCARBOI'IS by EI".A IOlSM, July 1992 
S"'MPLE MA TRJX; SOIL 

DAn RESULTS 
CLI£NTm S"""' E" gr.m .aar4C 

B·l@O.O QS/07/'Jtj L9605064-0 I ND 
B-2@5.0 0$/07/'Jtj 1.960$064-03 ND 
B-3@0.0 05101196 L96GS064-04 ND 
B-4@0.0 05107196 L960S064-0S NO 
B-S@S.O 05/07/96 L960SQ64.06 ND 
8-0@S.O 05107196 L960S064-08 NO 
8-C@O.O OS/07/'K> L!I60S064-09 NO 

N-: Tho d.otection lirn.it for ollls 50 mglkg 

QUAUTYCONTROL DATA (rt>talforGtiJoiV.<UI<i Dienl ~): 
SeeP'e ID BaJaJl 

M<1hod Bllllk L960S 13-BLK 
L960S l3·LCS 

NO· Not De-.! 

NO 
15% Reeov.,. 

REJ'OitTII'fG 
l.WII 

10 !llgl1cJ 
10~ 
10m&'ki 
10 11tlfl::8 
IOmgiq 
10 rni/ICI 
10 rnllkc 

EXTRAQID 

OS!lJ/96 
0Sfl3/96 
05113/96 
OS/13196 
OS/13196 
OS/13196 
OS/13196 

., ••hlc Ra•rc 

<IO melki 
67-110% 

-- -... . ···-

,m+t.yzm 

05/13/96 
05113196 
0"13196 
05113/'Jtj 
OS/JJ/'Jtj 
05113196 
OS/UJ'96 
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l"lf:VADA ENVIRO~I:AL LABORATORY 

CLIENT: T......,., Coarullanls 
PROJECT N4ME: Rnuve ~Borings 
PROJECT NUMBE!I.: 64967117 

DATE SAMPLED; OS/07/'J6 
ANALYST: SJ 

METI{OD: VOLA TILE ORGANIC COMPOtlN'DS by &PA 11160, JuJy 199:1 
SAMI'U! MA TIUX: SOIL 

Client 10: B-1@0.0 
NE.L 10: L!I60Sfl6.4..01 ANALVZED: OS/10/96 

USULT REPOJmNc 
PAI+Mm;p ~ Liaiii PAIAMJI'&B 
A- ND so 111/t& I ,J.<Oiddorvpropo~~o 
B<o=tc ND 5~~ 2.2·DfchiOf'Ol""POI\O 
Bromobcn.a:o>e NP '~ l,l..oidol""'propcoc 
a-~ NO sIll/kg .:..J J-Ojd!J...,pn>pono 
Bromodicii!CilOIIt..,anc NO j l'lft8 11011>-l ,l·DicltLcropoupono 

8""""'""" NP '~ Ed>.yt ......... 
O"""comelhon" NP s I1IYks Kcsocnlo~i=• 
2-l!utan- ND 2.! 111/t& Hk::t.....,. 
n-Butylbalalia NO 5Jt&'l;J ,_ 
:o:c-Bu<y-· NO s 1'811<& ISOF"'>)'Ibon...,. 
tc:tNIUf)'i~a NP s~ ... ~111>1"""' 
Cllli>oo dlwUidc NO SIIA Me<bylcMdllcridc (Ill~) 
catbon -loride NO ,~, 4-Mctl,yl·l-jiCOI&na<lc 
Cll~ NO s ~l!'ka Mahy!.Wuoyl """"(MTB.E) 
Clllo"'<1111cl¢ NO Sn'ki NIJ)Il<bal<ne -
Z..cltloi"'OOI\3!1 •inyl c<ba NO s~ .... Prv~ 
Chi-.... NO s~ ~ 
Ch.....,__ ND ; ll&ltl 1,111,._T_e 
l.cblorotoluene NO 5~& 1, J ,l.~ T etrad'lJoc oc1hwK 
+0110<'0101 ...... NO 5~ T......t.J .. ocoiMoe (PCZ} 
Oi-'-1111111< )II!) $,..tq ToJ.en. 
1.2..0ib(Qroo.l<lllocopi'OPIIle (DBCP) NO 5 I'W'l<~ I,:Z,l-T~ 
l.l•OIIIroalocllliUit (f.OB) NO s 1'8/'k& l.l,+Triob~ 
Oib......,.,.-., NO $ ~glks l,l,I·Trich~(I,I,I·TCAl 
l.!·Oicl>l""'~ (O..OC8l NO s~ 1.1 ~ • Trio:!lhnetl\lxte (1,1,2· 'TCA) 
1.3-0\ct>lon>bCill<lle (m-OCB) NO s llsii:J T riddcm>Othcoc (TCE) 
1.4-0tc:blo.-z..no (p..QCB) 1'(1) s~c Tridllon>6-(F.-Ill 
Oichlorodi!l-od!Me (F,_ 12) NO 5 ~&II<& l,z;Jo~ 
1.1 ..Oidllon>othlnc ( 1.1-0CA) NO s Jl&lks I,:Z.+Trim<lllylbcounc 
1.;!.-0ictllon>ethonc (I ,2..0CA) l'o'D s lliVkc l,l.S -Trimcob)'lbon...,e 
I.I..Oidii~(I.I•OCB) NO 511&fkl Y(Oyl cllloridc 
cis.I,:Z.Didl"'-~ NO 51'1lk's o-Xyt-
_..1.2·Di<h- ND $~ m,poXylene 
l ,l-Oidllotopiopaac NO s ~elk& 
QUALITYCONTT<OJ.DATA: 

RDULT 
IICU 

NO 
ND 
NO 
NP 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NP 
NO 
ND 
NO 
NO 
ND 
NO 
NO 
NO 
)'10 
1<0 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NU 
NO 
NO 
NO 
]'jl) 

ND 
NO 
ND 
NO 

;surmr•Cc %!erovca ArrmtJhle 811ft 

l,2·Dichlcroedi~4 97 70-tll% 
Toluena4 104 IH17% 
<1-Blomofluorobal...ne 96 74-121% 
~D·Nol:~ 

Iii 012 
PAGE tl4 

lUJ'ORTING 
.uam 
:s.,&~~<g 

' "-"" S!'R 
s 1131k& 
s Jl.&/ka 
s 1>111<& 
s l'8lke 
2S 1'1/ka 
'l'8lke 
3~ 
s ll&lka 
so~ 
2511&ftg 
Sl'gits 
5 I'J/1<& 
5 I'Qkg 
SI'Bii<B 
s I'Bil<J 
S~& 

'llal'l:8 
! l'«<kC 
s l's/I:J 
'J'J/1<8 
5 J~&/~<5 
! JJJ/\;a 

'J'Cits 
5 f'l/ka 
ll'«<kC 
5I'Jil<& 
5J1,811:e 
! Jl&lk• 
s 1'&/k& 
s~ 

\. 
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r!EVADA. Er~VIR~L LABORATORY ...._; 

CLIENT: Tcrr...cm c:o..s..Jana 
PRorecr NA.ME: Reserv. Cen~>:r . .Borin&S 
PROJECTNUMBER: 64H7117 

OA T:E SAMI'I..ED: OS/07196 
ANAL VST: SJ 

MElliOO: VOLA TILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS by EPA lUG, July 1991 
SA.MPU! MA Tll!X: SOIL 

Client ID: 8-2@5.0 
NEL ID: 1.~50~3 ANALYZED; OS/10196 

Rf.StiLT UJ'ORTX!'fC 
PARAM&f·P llllk lJMI[ peptM£U1 ... _ 

NO so 1'1/ti I ,J.O;.,bJ""""""""e a ........ ND s"""' l12·Di.chl~a 
Bromobcn-e ND 5Jl&lka I, l~~01 optopcue 
llromocbJ- ND Sl's/t& ~l1l·Dicbloaapa =pone 
a n>ftlellio:blorwtCIII.onc NO s l'sfkJ V'IJI.>ol,l.()felllotopmpew: 
Gromo(O<QI .,.'tl 5~ Elh~ .. e...-- ND Sllafk& Jiuo<:A~ .... 
l·B•- ND 25 J'&lltg :.tklcan-
n-e~u.- ND s l'i/1<1 Iodoroclhuc 
~<e-llut)ll'--• NO 5 IIW'k& ~--1<'1t•8Dtylboocooo!e NO Sl'lflcs pol..,pn>pYitolll<De 
C'Rrban diwllid• ND 

5 """' 
Mc<llYI- chloride (Didllo~e) 

~ twadllurido NO 5 1'&11<& 4-Modlyl-21>""-
Cblo~ NO Sl'sfkl MCIII.yl• ~"'YI «her (MJ'BE) 
Ch-- ND 5 1'11"<8 - NopiiiiW"'< 
l.Chloroed)yl vinyl Clllcr NO S~o~sfkt ~1""'-uo 
t:hlonolbrm NO 5 llf/1;1 s~y...,. 

(.'Ill~ NO s .. glkg 1,1, I ,2.-TCUOCill«o<-• 
l-ct\loro- NO 51'c/k& I,l.l,2-Tw.blo<'Oetl!lll• 

.t.C!11orocoi-• NO Sl11/lc& Tmulllon>clb""' (l'CE) 
Dibromuchl- NO s"""" TolYCne 
I .l-DI~J-dlicx'opn>pc~K (OBCP) NO 5 ~'sit; 1,2,3-Tri~ 
l,l·Di~(EDB) NO s j.lc/lq I ), •• Tri<hlOR>boeft>cno 
Oilm>momodwlo NO s llc/kg I, I, I·Tndi-(I,I,I·'I'CA) 
1.2-Di<hlon>.,.._o (o-DCBJ ND s 1'111<& ., i,2·1'liclllorood>onc: (1,1,2-TCA.) 
l.l ·Dichloru....,_ (.,_DCBJ ND s lltlks Tri<lll-cnc (TCE) 
I .4-Didllo~zenc (p-OCB) NO 'J1s/tl Trio:blotofluoo'omotll- (F,_, II) 
Diclllorodilluoromedw>• (I' moo 121 NO 'll&I<J 1.:U· Trichlo!oprop.,. 
1.1-Di~(l.I·DCA) NO $ llsitl 1.2..4-Tii~lbotlz:cnc 
1.2-Dlctl-( 1.2-IX:A) NO 'IICil'l 1,3,5 -Trim<l!lylbcn.,_ 
I.I ·Di<lllon>crllc:nc ( 1,1-[)($) NO 'l'g/l:g Vinyl chlari<le 
d$-l.l-Didtl~ NO ' llrha ~!(yliiW 

l,..,.,..I,2-Dtchl0t00thcoc NO s llA m.s>-XYI..,. 
1.1·Dichl...,,..,poDO NO s Jl8ft8 

t)UAUTY CO,Yr/IOL DATA: 
Sunpg•'C '%BuRma am:sa•·hk Bane 

I ,2-Dh:bloroethanc-<14 'n 70.12.1% 
Tolucne-d& L04 81-117% 
4-Brornolluorobcn....,< 9S 74-l~l'Y• 
NO-NotO<!«<ed 

REStll.T R,JrOilTlNC 
I'&IQ .Lildi1 
NO s !'sit& 
ND s l'&ll<c 
NO 5 I'A 
NO S l'a/ltB 
NO j I1W'I:& 
l-o'tl 5 ~.,.q 
NO '~ 'NO 2.i l'a/lti 
NO 5 ll8lkl! 
NO s ~'«ike 
NO 5 ~'site 
NO SOJ'JIIIc& 
NJl 2.i 1'111:& 
NO 5 1'1!11C& 
i'lO 511-A 
NO s~ 
ND s p&IJ<& 
ND 5 l'c/kC 
NO s 1'811:8 
ND 5 I'YI<B 
NO 5 1'&/t& 
ND s Jl&lkc 
ND s Jl.8ll:& 
NO 5l'#lcl 
NO S~o~c/ka 
NO '~lflc& 
NO '~ NO S1'll/q 
1'/!) 'J.l&lk8 
NO ' 1'151111 
NO s J'gll:c 
NO 5 ~gtk; 
!<D s~ 



f'fEVADA ENV.IROMMTAL LABORATORY ·..._; 

CLIENT: Temocon Cc<u.llllanis 
PROIBCT NAME: R"'otvc CenCcr Borings 
PROJECTNUMBER.: 64967117 

PAT£SAMPLED: O~ltl7196 
ANALYST:SJ 

METHOD: VOLA TD..E ORGANIC COMJ'O{JNDS hy EPA 12611., .Jaly ltn 
SAMPLE MI\TRIX: SOIL 

Clleat JD: B-3@0.0 
NEL 10: L9605064-ll4 ANALYZED: 05110196 

JU:SVLT ID'OJITI!'IG . 
PAI•MITJB IIIQia Lam: Pe\8""1TJB 
Ac;cwnc NJJ ,0~ 1 .3~pon· 
Bc=nc: ND 

5 ~""' l.l-D!chl"""""'*'e 
BrcmQbau.an._ ND s ll&ll<l I, I..Pid>l01opoopcuc 
Bromodtlon.mccl>oac ND s ll&lk8 ~ 1,3-Diohl ... .....,.,. 
Btc~tto4i<:hlororncthtnc ND Sp~g lllla-1,3 ·Didt~ort~.,....,.... 
Bn>malbnn ND 'll!i'lt& Elhylha ..... Drom.......,_ ND s..,-q Haa<lllotollutodicne 
l•B.- ND 251'1/tt :z..-n-Burylbc.,..,e so S I'CikC l.od«JJcthMc 
--llutylt>cneme ND Sl'likl ~--l<rt-Butyl- NP 5 Uli\:i poiRIJifOPl'lwl"""" 
Carbon dlsulfi~• ND SIICik& M<dlylcllc ohlohlc (DiclllotO<ndhane) 
t:arban """'dtlaride NO s l'8lks 4-Mdllyl-2-poo-
ChlorobeGzr,oe ND s U&lkl Mahyl-~.-,1 dbOI' (1-fJ'BE) 
Chloroodlollo - NO 5 llJi'orl N~"'• 
2o0llorvelllyl vinyl e!her ND 5~ n·i'Topylloc.,_,. 
L'h!orofol'lll ND Sl'rika S<yrcn< 
Chi<>- NO s lllfk3 1,1,1.2-T..,...I'll-...,• 
2-CIU...-hktoc NO 'l'sik& 1.1,3,2-T~o 
-""-01 l.on:::Jtaluen1 ND -'1'~ "T~(PCE) 
Dlbnlonodtlorom- ND s I'Cika Toh~ 
l.l-Oibtomo-J<Il~ (DBCP) ND s 1'11/ka 1.%,3· Trichl""'bcn=c 
l.l·Dib....,.,.,a,..,., (ED8) NO S ~tll/ka 1.%,4-T~ 01-- NO s~ I, I, I· T'ridll<oraciUn< (I , 1 • I· 'I'CA) 
I.:Z..Dichloro~l!ale (o-OCB) ND 5J'Ai'q 1,1,2-Trld!l~(l.l.l·TCA) 
I.J..O ic~loro~=- (m·DCB) !liD s l'8lkl Ttidtlo< aha"' {1"CE) 
1.4-Dicblo< >I =-<p-DCB> NO Sl'likl TriddorcBu~ (F<=n I 1) 
Didtlorodillllo-...<(F,....n 12) NO s l'!lki l,l.,J·Trfclll-
I.I ·Didtlorotl!lcc (I, l·DCA) NO 

5 ~~~"' 1.%.4-Tr\m<tll7-
t.l..Oichi..,.~!I.Z·DCA) NP Sllrfks ' U.S -Trillld!lylben-• 
1.1-0id\I......U...,e (1.1-CCE) Nil s ll&ll<i Vinyl c:blorido 
..:b•l .l-DicMorod.l'lcne NO s ~11/k.l o-Xytcnc: 
,....,,...1,2-Didtloractl!cne !liD 'll&'kc m.I""Xylcnc 
1,2-Did\lorop-• ND 5 IIC/kl 

(!UAUT7'CO!ITRO' DATA: 

RUUI.T 
~ 
NO 
NO 
NO 
ND 
ND 
ND 
NO 
ND 
NO 
ND 
NO 
ND 
ND 
ND 
NO 
NO 
ND 
ND 
ND 
NO 
NO 
NO 
ND 
ND 
Nil 
Nil 
ND 
NP 
NO 
ND 
ND 
NO 
1\'0 

Strmpts % p,...,.,m Ace 7 ,., , ... 

1.2·0ichloroodtiltlo>-d4 96 70..121% 
Toluene-dS 103 81·117% 
4--8t'Otl'to0\Jotc*e:ri2Jtl»e 9t 14-121% 
NO .. Not Decec:u:d 

IIU'OltllNG 
wm: 

'~· s lq/q 
s,..vq 
5l'811<1 
'llJIIka 
51'81kc 
511&/lts 
2511W1\a 
SI'Jikl 
5 ~'~/k~ 
51'81ks 
so,...,.. 
lS llalkc 
s l'rika 
5~ 
s~ 
s l'&lkc 
'l'8lkl 
s IIW!<& 
s llllli: 
5 1'8/k! 
s ll&'k8 
s~ 
s l&&'kc 
Sl'rika 
s~ 
s,..,q 
5 ~'&'~<& 
s llllflll 
'~ 5 1'5'1:& 
s 11811<1: 
' I'Sika 



CLI£NT: T<nKoa C....aul-.tl 
PROJECT NAME: Renrvc ecruz.. !!orinp 
PllO.IECT'NUMSliR: 64967117 

DATE SAMPLED: OSA>1196 
ANALYST: 51 

METHOD: VOLATILE ORCAMC COMPOUNDS by EPA 1U0, J•f7 1!192 
SAMPLE MATillX: SOfL 

Clleru 10: B-4@0.0 
NEL 10: L960~5 ANALYZED: osn0/96 

IIUULT ~RTil'IC 
PAB•MUJR lilllla lJMII p+p•Mr;rp 
Accuma ND 50 1'1111<& I ;..o;ct.G CPCOFk 
ll~ I'IP 5"""' 2,2-Didll--
llromo~ NO s llllkrl J,t·Dicblun.,.cpatc 
Bromodtloromctb- NO s ~11"1:& ci .. I.3•Dicbkcopopait 
llrorttodldtlorocrmh.u!c ND s ll&lk& -1,3-0ichl--

"""""'""" NO 5~ l!cll)'1-Q-- NO s~ H~o.licao 
2-BullnOM PIP :IS~ 2Hctci0Dl 
n-BuiYib<Mcrw: ND 'p(/111 ~ 
11«-Bu~l........,. ND 5 111/ka '""""""'-ltrt-81d)'lbaazca<: ND s I'Cikl ~-C:>rb011 disulllclo ND s 1'1/l<g Mdb,...,o c:llloride (Dicltlotornt~~~onoj 
<:ullon .-Joride ND Sf15'1c& #!C(brl-~ 
C.'lllon>bcft-• ND 'I'ClQ ~-HIIIyf<'lho<(MTSB) 
Chi......,_ NO l !~~ike ~· ~·Chl-yt vinyl e\lltr NO 5~ "'""""lbcruale 
Chl..-ofonn ND s I'Cika s~ 
L'l!l.....-.,.. NO s ~&11<1 l,l,l,2·Tc:trodl-.cboe 
2-Chlorom'-'e NO 5~&11<1 l,l,l,l.-T--
~-Chl..-1.- - ND 511811<8 "'-ll!.......m- (I'CI!) 
Ofbrocngeblororneth.a~; NO 51'&ikc TalaeM 
l.l·Dibrom<>-3~ (DIICP) ND 51'1/k& 1,2,3-Trid!k><LI watc: 

'-~-01""""-" .... (EDB) ND ; 1'111<1 J .2." Trioblorobc=lno 
Oib"""""'crhano NO s Jl&/)cg J,l,I-Trichi.....W... (I,I,I·TCA) 
l .l.Pi<l~'-bcMcftc (e>-DCD} ND '"!Vkg l.I.Z·Tri~oac(l,f,l-TCA) 
l,l-Dl~ll.loroflalz<oe (....OCSl ND ~~all;' T~(TCE) 
I ... Oichlo.-oOon..,.. (p-DCB) NO ' 11811<8 Trldllo<ua~ !~II) 
Oldlloroo!illuu"""odim• (FTeon 121 NO '1'&11<1 1.2,-l-t"~c 
1.1-0i<:hlorooCbaao (l,I·DCA) ND !~ I ,2,4-TrirncoJy!IIOC=c 
J .2-0ichiAm>allanc (1.2•DC") ND ; 11&/l;a 1.3,$ -T~Ibcftzcnc 
l.l-Dlddo-• (1.1-0C'B) NO ~ ltr/kl Vio;rl chbloide 
d s-l.l·Dlclllo!DO!bcnc I'ID 5~ o-Xylcuc 
,...,.. I. 2-Dicltlotod!umc NO 5~ "4'-'CY-
1.1-I)Jd>lorop- 1'10 5 (lilq 

f}UAUTY CONTROL DAr ,c, 
Surrgpts •m Bcsaverv A• ptetzlsBa!p 

J.l-Oi<:hloroelllanc-<14 96 70.121% 
Tol.-41 104 11· 117"· 
J-8rotnofl1.lorobcfta:::-ne 95 74-121% 
:'110 .. Not Oeteded 

RUlll..T 
lll4rc 
N'D 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
ND 
ND 
ND ' 
NO 
N'D 
NP 
ND 
N'D 
NO 
NO 
ND 
ND 
NO 
NO 
ND 
NO 
NO 
NO 
ND 
Nil 
ND 
ND 
ND 
NO 
('10 
NO 
NO 
ND 

Q!OlS 
1-'1¥£ 1!7 

UI'OBTil'fC 
loiMIX 
51'111ka 
')11/t.& 
'l'rl~i 
s l'&"k3 
5 ll&'kl: 
s~ 
5~ 
l!i)lj/q 
s 11&/q 
$ l'8l'!<g 
5Uc/Q 
501'1/ki 
25 l'lllka 

'~ 5 IO&ik& 
5 l'rlkJ 
s ~&Ita 
'~ 511&/q 
'1'&11<1 
5 1'&/'kg 

'1'&11<& 
'l'&ll<J 
s 11&'1<1 
s f'Jil<.c 
'l'&ll<J 
s 1'11'11<1 
5 J16kg 
5IJ.&Ikl 
5 (lilq 

'l'&lkl 
'IIW'I<I 
s l'&ll<c 



I"'EVADA ErtVIROI1l'l:t~A.L LABORA'IORY "-" 

CLIENT: T«ncon ConsulW\ts 
PROJECT NAMS: ~rvc Cenll:r Barinp 
P.ROJECT ~UMBER: 6-1967117 

DATE SAMPLED: OS/07196 
ANALYST: SJ 

MEniOD: VOI.ATJL.£ OAGAMC COMPOUNDS toy Jr.PA 8260, July 1m 
SAMPLE MATIUX: SOIL 

Clienl 10: B-5@5.0 
NEL !D: L9605064..06 ANAL YZEO: 05/ l 0196 

JQSUI.T UPOBTJNO 
PAR&MET£8 llliJia LWU: 1!4B61d!1'D. 
A<- ND 50 l'lll<a 1 ,3-Dicblaf"f" 1 
Ben-z:tnc )'ID 3 ~J/klt 2.2.oDidlbop•cp~w: e....-. N.D 5 UC!k& I,I.OicbiOioPI .. ,. 
B.......nJ.oromc<h""c ND 5~~ d!-I,J-Dicblc•t>I>C1>pCD< 
lltomcdichlorcm.chao\1 NO 'J.l&llcg D"'M-1 J-Oichlatopt cp r;~ 
llromufonn ND 'i'C/ka Ethylbeozcne 
l)rom""""'""" ND s 1'11\a Hcu<hlotobutooli .... 
2·8WMOGO ND 25~s/k& 2~ 

...SutYibcn=• ND Sl>&'l:g ,.......,.., . 

..,..a~llaaale ND '118/kc l_.,opylbeoza>c 
lett-IMylbenzmo NO Si'A fH""P"'PY""'-· c.-n dJIOllli<loo ND 'fl.&llCI t.!d!lylene cJlloridc (Oicill~) 
Carbon t<mcJllari<le ND 5 I.<G!'<s 4-Mod:I)'H;>"'tr no 
Clll_bon_ NO 'I'J/I:$ Melbyk-!ouoyl edict (MTDE) 
t"hlo......m.n. ND s !J.W'k& Nopl\lllol<ae 
1.0.1onxtllyl vinyl <!!11.,. ND s~ n-Vtopyt.t>ca= 
Clllorofonn ND '"""' St:t<M 
C'hJoronu::thlnc ND SllN 1~1.1.,2-Tdntdaioc c :cfrme 
1.chiOIOCOMe ND '~ I,I»T--.ne 
4-Chl..-luenc NO '"""' T~CPCI!) 

Oibtomochlorcm.m- ND Sll8/ltg Toluene-
1.2·Pil>romo.J-ebl""'''"'"'""' (OBCP) ND '~ 1.2,3-T rld'olon~b<ftz<ne 
l.l·Di-(EOB) NO 5"""' 1 .%.4-Tri<hl~ 
Oibromamc:lhmc: NO 51'!11<8 " I,I,I•Ttkh-.,. (I,I,I·TCA) 
l,l-Diclllon>benz=c (o-OCB) ND j l'&fk& 1,1,2-Trtdl-(l.l.l-TCA) 
I.J·Diclll.-(m-OC!I) ND ! 1'!11<1 1riclll010dhcoc (TCE) 
1.<1-0ichl""'""'-'t (p-PCB) NO s Jlc/ka TricllloraO..........-.e (Pr=cll) 
OicblorodiDuororn<th.,. (1''- lZ) ND 'J'&l\& l.l,.J·Tricblo_.. 
I. I·Dicll...,.,... (1.1-PCA) NO s 1'&'1<1 l.l.ol-TrilllallylbonJcao 
1,2-t)iclll- ( 1.2-PCA) ND s ~'&ike 1,3.5 -Trio•~lbeu:ne 
I.J·f);chJOI'O«<Iv:nc (l, l-oa) NO s~ V"..,., chloride 

~is--l.l·Dicbloroeth10nc NO s l'slkl o-Xyl=e 
uu~I.Z·Dio:hlaruotbone ND 5 ~'&'~<& m,J>-XJ'Icc• 
l.l·Dicbloro!>'-" ND s J.l&l'k& 

QUAUTYCONTROt !lATA, 

IWIULT ... 
NO 
ND 
l'ID 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
ND 
ND 
"I<"D 
ND 
NO 
ND 
NO 
"I<"D 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
ND 
l'IP 
so 
NO 
NO 
ND 
ND 
NO 
ND 
ND 

Spmnretr •t. Becpyea Asqptahlc R••u 

1.2-Dicbloroetb4ile-d4 96 70-121% 
T oi~011...CB 103 81·117% 
~-Bramofl......,benzene 9S 74-lll% 
SO - NacOcle.~ 

14:1 01 6 
l"'t¥<£ ze 

RUOitTINC 
~ 
S~IJ/IqJ 
s i'C/ka 
5~ 
5~ 

'~ 
'l'lll<a 5 ,.,..! 
25~11/ka 

'l'&'l:i 
svl!q 
5~ 
so~ 
2S~ 
s vglk& 
5 fl.sikl 
5 l'WI<& 
s I'W'kl 
'1'1/1<1 
' 1'!11<! 
'll&'ka 
'~ s Jl8/l<& 
5~ 

' 1'&11:1 
s ~slkg 
511811<& 
s..wq 
s IIJ/kl 
5~g 

'111/Q 

'~ SJlA 
5 ""~' 



CL.IENT: TCinCOII Ccnsu!raniS 
PROJECT NAM£: R_..e Cca1ct 8orinp 
PROJECT NUMBEll.: 64967117 

DATE SAI\olPLI!D: OS/07196 
ANAl.. YST: SJ 

METHOD: VOLATU.E ORCANTC COMPOtll'IPS 11Y EPA 1260, Jo!J l!l'n 
SAMPLE M.4TIUX: SOIL 

Clieo1JD: ~@S.O 
NEL 10: L9ISOSQ64-0I ANALYZBD: OS/10196 

RI'JIULT RUORTJNG RI:.RILT 
p+ptmDR 11101& wm: tsBAMrr£1 lllllllll 
A~e NO 50 lllll'l<a 1.3-0(cbl<Aopo ...... ND 
OcaZ<IlC NO ~ ~&lka 2.2-0~- ND 
llrc.........._• NO 5!'A 1.1-0idll~· NO 
llr.,.nod!IO<Ot!IOChoac NO 'l'elkl eis-l ,l .Oidll01q;;c UOQ)c NO 
eromO<ilch1orolndh~nc NO 'l'&"kk ....... l,l·Di~- ND 
II r<m>Oibrm NO s 1'8/k& Etlly"'"'->e NO a-- ND s Jl&/kl Hcaohlorcbuoodi""" NO 
2·8- ND l5 1'111:8 l·- ND 
n-Buoylbo!lane NO 5I'Jiq I~ NO 
:ocr-Bulylbellzcnc ND s 111/ki bopoopyl"""-c NO 
«rt-Bueylb<nzlmc ND ' ~~«/):& pot..,..,pylto1 .... NO 
Carboa 4i.Wfrdc NO s 1'111:1 M~lc:nc c:lllct!M (OU:hlotamcthu.e) NO 
CariJon ICUKhlcrido NO 'Pfl1<l 4-Mdlly~- ND 
Chl...,l>enzl=nc NO ' l'l/ltc Mdby1-<-llwyl - {i'd1'BE1 NO 
Chlara.ftJi..,e NO '~· Nop.tllaCDC NO 
'·Cld.-yt•in)'l dber NO 'l'lll:c o-Pn>pyll--· NO 
Chlorof<lcm NO s 1'1/k& s.,.,..,. ND 
(.."b"'"""cthan• ND s f'lfl<l 1,1,1.Z·T~ Nb 
l·Chlo:01101-• ND s~ . 1,1,2.,2·Tccv.lll.-,. ND 
+Ch1..-klal.; ND s~r T.aadll....-e (l'C'E) NO 
Oib""'-"l........U.- NO 'I'Ukz Toluclle ND 
l.l-Oib<omo-l<blo"'P'<i one (DBCP) ND 5 I'Uk& 1.2.3·Tri<:h~ NO 
1.2·0ibn)moctlllllle(£0Bl I'.'D ' ""'s I ,2,4-l'rid\--. .... NO 
Oibrom-- NO '~ I, I, I·Trlchlonood>one (I, I, I· TCAJ 1'10 
1.2-0ichlorobeuone(o-OCB! NO s l'litJ I, 1.2·1'11<hlcrrcedlane (I, I ,2-TCA) :-10 
l.l-Ok:hlorc...,._o (ro-DCB! NO s I'Ukl Tli<hl-t (l'CE) ND 
I.<·Oidllorob..,_,c (p-OCB! NO 'llllkl T:io:blorc6- (f"""'lll S1) 

Olcl\loracll~ua.......-(fr<on 12} ND '"""" L2..l·l'ridtloropaopcie' NO 
I. I·Dio:b-.11- (1~1-DCA) NO s 11.8'1<1 l.l-4-T~lbalza>< NO 
1.2-Didllonldi~Mc (I ,2-DCA) NO 'IICik& I.J,S -Trimcdrylbc:rr=ne NO 
1,1-0i<hl-(l,I·DCEl NO J..wq Vmyl chlarto. ~0 
.;,._1.2 ·Didlloroedlt:oc NO SI'Cfq o-Xrl- NO 
-~l.l·Dic:h~ ND 5 I'Cfli ·~~Xylene 10 -l.l-Oic:hlotopo flU ND '~ 
QUAJ;n'YCONTROL DATA: 
Surraz•tc % Bpycr:y tran'•bJc Renc1 

1.2-Dichi.on>edl.,._ 97 7G-lll'ro 
Toluc:ne-<11 103 81-117'1\ 
4-Bromoftuorobenane 92 74-121% 
NO · N<>< Dc<octo:l 

~017 
t"AGE liS 

llEPOJn'UIC 
.l.lllll:t 
5~ 
~ l'&l1<a 
s 11814 
5~ 

'~slkB. 
'~ s~ 
l5l'&"kk 
s I'Cfkc 
'JlCikl 
'I'IVkl 
50 I'CI'I<I 
25~ 

'~ 'I'JIIcc 
5 ~&It& 
5 1'&11<1 
5~ 
Sf'A 

s """' 5 I'IVI<a 
'~ s ..all& 
s I'Cikl 

s """' '~IVI<a 
~..all& 
s ~likl 
'1'111<1 
s I'Cika 
5 I'Jikl 
s lltlkc 
'l'&lk& 



05/ 16/ 96 THU 14:%6 F.\!.!!~~~~!?~93 

CLI!!NT: Terrocan ~bmts 
PROJECT NAME: Reoervc Center Boril!gs 
PROJa=T" NUMBER; 64967117 

OJ\ TE SAMPLED: OS/07/96 
ANALYST:SI 

METHOD: VOLATlLE OIICAIVIC COMPOUNDS by £PA 1260, J~aly1!19} 
SAMPLB MATRIX: SOD.. 

Client 10: B-8@0.0 
NEL 10: l.960SC64-o9 ANALYZ20: OSI/96 

ltiSliLT RUORtll'IC 
PAB!MJDB 11&111& Willi P4P 4 MJ7£1 

Acerone so 50~ I,J·Dichl«oproponc 
Benzene NO 5~ l.l-Otcbloc"ff p•v 
Bt•m"""- NO S~A t, 1-oicblwcpcopcne 
llr<>modlloto<ncthanc !'10 s ll&lta ciJ..I,l-Dkbkicop~ 1 ae 
B~l""'m..,..,c ND 5 IIWkl ....,..1,3-l:l~ 
Bromoronn NO Sll~ Elhy!bom=c 
Bromomedt.ADc: ND s,..vq Hn:-t' ce mtica• 
l·B- Nt> lj~ ;!-f!-ono 
o·B'ICYibcn2i:ne NO s"""' todom-±'PC' 
...,.euoy!bcouo:nc ND ' """' ~~ l<rt·B"'YII!on- "NO 5 l'li1<8 ~lt>!ll-
Cwbun ~i,.lfiOe ND s lf.5'lc& MolllykM clalorid& (Oic:lllon:>lhcd\ono) 
C.:orban =-dlloridc NO s~ 4-Motiql-2-paoto.oooo 
C."hlorobcn...., "NO '~ ).fcdlyl+bu!yf cdlor (MTBE) 
0.1.,._,.,. ND s ..alki Nopftlllalane 
2-Chl...-.hyt vinyl cdler ND s ll8ik& n-f'lvp)-lb<!uac: 
t1llot"Otorm NO S11Pz s~ 
t:l\lororn- NO '~lliki I,I,I,2·T.....W..-e 
2-Chlorcttl! ...... _ NO s !'A l,l~T--

~.a.....--· Nt> 5!1A Tdrlll:hlcw o•~-. (PCE) 
Oibr<lmoclllon>mllblllo NO j I'W1<I Tol...,. 
l.l.Oibral!lo.lo<bloroj>topanc (D8CP) NO '1'5'11& 1.2,l·Tr!d>~c 
l.l•Oi~(.W8) NO S)li/kg t.J.+Tn<llt .. --.. 
Dibtocn-.n- Nt> j llllk& l,l,I•Tricbl..-... (1,1,1-TCA) 
1.2-0idllaro ......... (~OCBl NO S~wq 1.1.2·TIIcbl- ( 1,1.2·l"l:A) 
l.l.OI<lll_llon_e (nt·DCB} NO 'I'Cib Tric!llan>tlhcnc (I'CE) 
I .... Dic:hlorabon"""" (p-DCB) NO 'I'W'k.c Tridiliiluft"'" nn.e<llone (f ,....II ) 
Oic:ttlorodift-(Ptcon 12) Jill) 5 ~&ll<c l.l.J-nich~pmo 
I.I·Di<lllorocdl.,.. (I, l·PCAJ Nt> '~ l.l,4-Triln<d1yl-
1.2-DI<~Iorocd>aw ( I ~·DCA) Nt> '1'1/kl l ,l,5·Trim~ 
I.I·Oiclllo- (I.I·DCE) ND s 1'&11:8 Vinyl~ 
ci'!-I.Z..D!clal«oe<hctx Nt> s ~sfk:s ... ~ 
lf"'ll'"' t ,2-0khe..,.lliN4heiac NO '1'1/li:B ... .,..x~ 
l.l-Dichloroprcpo~~e NO s llrikl 

(}UAUTY CO!(l"ROL DATA: 
Sq C'!*Q9'1tc •4 Bcmrrsy "t"'W''hlr B••n 

1.2· DicltlOI"Ocli!IUio-d 4 ~ 70.121~ 

Toluene-dl !04 11·11 'Mii 
o&.BI'On!OflUO<Gbenztno u 74-121~ 
:'IID ·Not~ 

RESULT 
JlaiJII 
l'ID 
ND 
NO 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
ND 
NO 
ND 
NO 
NO 
l'ID 
1'10 
NO 
NO 
ND 
NO 
ND 
ND 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NP 
Jill) 

NO 
Nt> 
)(0 
NO 
Jill) 

~018 
PAGE J._, 

R&POllTDt<; 
LWII. 

'"""' '"""' 5 Jlllq 
5~ 

'"""' j lllikl 
s 111/l:a 
lj ~~~ike 
Sl'iikl 
'~ 5114fka 
50 IIW'Iq 

~'~ 
'~ '"" s IIIP1<& 
s~ 
s~c 

'~ Slllfl:a 
s~ 
s Pf/ki ,,...... 
Sl'll(q 
s ~&lka 
'11&'1<8 
s~ 
5 J.l&/kt 
s 1'111<& 
s J18lk& 
s,..n.a 
s 111/ka 
SfiA 



CL.!ENT: T-.. ConlulsMII 
PROJECT NAME: RcocNe <AIIIIIf BotiUF 
PROJECTNUMIIBil: 64967117 

DATESAMPLEO: NA 
ANALYmss 

METHOD: VOLAllU ORGAI'IICCOMl'Olli'(DS ~EPA 1168,Jaly 1!19l 
SAMPLE MA TlUX: SOfL 

CJICI)I ID: Mdhod Br-It 
NELID: VB~' ANALYZED: 05/196 

JtESULT RUOJ111!'CC R.UUI.T 
r+B&MnQ -- Ullm r•R·MFTta .... ... _ 

)oil) so I'JI'I:i JJ .. DidrJOIGpl f IIC )oil) 

a...- 1'10 '~ U..oicb' ope 5 -e 1'10 
l!tomA>IIcNI:rlo 1'/D 'p.cfq 1.1~ ND 
a~ l'ID SQka cif..l ,l·Dh:ttoc• r I ND 
D-<III""""Cih""" NO '1'111<1 ~·~ ND 
o ... motOrm l'ltl '~· EA!iyll' .. c )oil) 

Oro,__ l'ltl 'I'CII<a H-rt' ~ ot •w'P• NP 
2-But&noOo 1'10 15,..,.,. 2~ ND 

•·ll"'YII'""- )«) 'll$1l<C lilad•ac N1) 

••o-Butyl- ND '~ fauptif)ILu I"!) 

l<n·ButylbCa.l:cl>c N1) , ....... ~Ita-
N1) 

Cari>ao>d!Julftdo ND ~ 1'111<1 l.loellyla!• <hlori<k: (Diclllo.-.U....CI NT> 
l:&rt>or~..-Morido N'D '~ ~~~ ND 
CblorobcftZI<Ac ND s l'&lkl ~ Clll<:r(MnE) 1'/D 

C.:hlon>~ NT> '"m Ki.plltiiiiUJC ND 
l-Chlorocdoyl vlll)ll Clhcr l'IP ' I'J/Itl ,.Propyu-- . ND 
Chloroform l'ltl '~ 

,_ N1) 

c.:hl.....,.....,.• NO 511&'1<& l,l,l,l-T- NO 
~...Ch~tu.n· NO 'llolllca U.l,l·T_.__ 1'10 

-'-OIIon>toluono l'ID SPJI1q T--(I'CE) ND 
Dib.-o<l\l.,..mt'llwle ND '1'111<1 Tol,_ 1'10 

l.l..Oi-)-d\.....,..,....,. (OBCI') NO '~ l.l.3·Trid>lo<ob .. NO 

l.l·Oi-(EPBI Nl> 'l'&lk& 1~4-TriddUI I ._ ND 

0~ ND '~ l.l,l·~(I,I,I•TCA) ND 

l .l..Oidll«o .......... (o-OCBI ND ,~, I,I.:Z·T~(1,1.2-TCA) 1'10 

I.}.Oidtl61obel .... (...OCS) N'D '"""" T~(TCE) NO 

•·• · Dioel - (p.OC8) N'D 'l'l1ka ~(F.-Ill l'ltl 

Dlcbklcodlf1-(f.-12) 1'10 s 1'1/b 1.%.3-T~ 1'10 

I.I .UidU..-...e(I.I·DCA) ND s ..all<& I:L'-friaodiiJ -· 
NO 

1.2-Did\loc a t ( 1,2-ocA) l'ID s"""" 1-'.S·T~ 1'10 

1.1-0id>loowd~<no (1,1-tX%1 NO s 1111\& v-.Joelari<k ND 

d s-• ...2.-l)ie:l\lof ztl=c ND 51191<& o-Jt>- WD 

.,.....1.2-0idi!Goedwoe 1'10 S!'A ...,...X,.._ 1'10 

l.l·OidiM ... Opol& 1'10 s lllit& 

<JUAUTT CO/fT1lOL DATA: 
suanors "6 Bcp!yux "' bMBa-

l.l·Dichloroedlano-44 91 70.1)1~ 

Toll><fte-<18 103 it-117% 

J-81'0ft\Otl.-obcii2CM ,. 74·121'!4 

:000 • Hot Dclccood 

i;J019 
p- ll 

a&J'OII'fti(G 
LIMa 
Sf'A 
'1'111<1 
'~ 
'111M 
SI'A 
s 1'1111«< 
'1'111<1 
2S,..... ,....,.. 
'1'111<1 
'~.,.. so 1'111<1 
25 l'ell<i 
'1'1/ki s ... .,.. ,...,.. 
'lllltl 
'llolllca 
'11&'1<1 
'l'lib ' ... .,.. 
'"llkr ' llc/l:a , ....... 
s I' A 
'll(l\:f 
'~'A s llolllca 
s 111ft& 
J..wq 

5 """" 'll(l\:f 
s 111ft& 



\Jos VC1Ji01 DMston • 4109 An.ai.O w.,. !lie. A • w Vcps. HV 890:W 
(701) 617·1 010 • rAJ• 11021 nSH~77 • Hl~&<llll 

CHAIN OF CUSTODY 

P.O.!«>: 

Co._.,: - - J ' JCrrA,aU · Oc ""'" - ... , 41,~, J, f'o#.,riJ /111c,, 

{,"f, •• J,;.. -At •• I 
' 

L .. t v._,... I.Jc,•d" V91tU! 

Requestcll Tum01ound: __)[_ 5 C..y (Normal) __ ce Ht. _ _ 24 Ht. __ Olhe~ 

Sample Oulo/Timo N.E.L ldentlflcatioo 
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lb1rt."lt ~fll/ttlltlfiiMII'CJIIII ...... Hty l')ll l .. •klrJ. fklifltlll'tG'""t·---- II 
'lr\ftldlktit! ............ ,..lii:WMIIf'POI111N"ff!'i .. brnt~\l-tf .. CIIMto~l
w.ltt"'"••t-.pu1•11!~fo'lf\\ljiModioM•f•-~...,,ntlleyb .. t!.,...~<'Mi·l.o1itoa.,!llt"''))Ol . ... ,,.,..11'¥ 
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05/ 161 96 THU 14:21 FAX 17025979393 

CLlENT: T--n CouultaniS 
4343 S. Polaria Ave. 
Las Vegas, !'IV 891 Ol. 

PROJECT NAME: Reserve Ccnt»r Soring:s 
PROJECT NUMBER: 64967117 

TERRA CON 
• - -.J vo;.--.o 

141003 
PI\<%: ll2 

\. ; t.a V<g115 Division 
4208 ArcaflrW;q. Suk>e A • IAJ v-. nv 89030 

(74S) 857•1CHO • l"u: (102) 6:S?·I5?7 
1-800J68~lll 

NEL tO: L960S065 

Attac:lled are tho anal)'tiGal resulb far w:nples in support of the ai>cml refaenccd project. 

Samples submitted for tltis prajeet an OS/08/96 were received in goodeoodition and under chain ofc\lstody. 
Unl~ Dlbetwise noted. no anomalies_, as50Ciated with thi• proj=t. 

Should you have~ queftiolu or eomntcnts, pleuc feel fne to c:ontact ""'Client Services dq>artrncmt 
(702) 657-1010. 

Cor!>onte Office fit Reno Division • I 030 11..Uoy line • lleno. NV 69~0l • (70:!} ~:1.5~:1 



05/ 16/ 96 THU 14:21 FAI 1702q~t~~93 

CLIENT: Tetra=n Consullc\1s 
PII:.OJECT NAME: 1teoerve Ceo.,.. l!orinp 
PROJECT NUMBER; 64967117 

TERRA CO:< ·--....-o .,~~ 

ANALYST: JW 

METHOD: T01'.U. EXTRACTAbLE PETROU:VM HYDti.OCARBOl'IS by EPA 80l5M, July 1992 . 
SAMPLE MATIUX: SOlL 

DATE: RESULTS 
Cl.IENT ID S&M)JT,EQ Nr;t.m ll&i.U 

8 ·9@10.0 051011196 L960S065..02 NO 
B·IO@O.O OjJO~ U60S065.03 ND 

No<e: Th• d""'ction limit for oil is SO me/I:J 

QUALJ11' C0.'/71{0£ DATA (To=Jfo'Gtuolirre and Dleul lf<mgu): 
Sample ID Baa1t 

Mdllod BW!Jo: L9605 13-BW< 
L 9605 I 3-t.CS 

NO· Not Dctcotwd 

REPORTING 
LJbm: 

10 lllgl)cg 
10 mglkg 

EXJ'86f'7r&D 

OS/IJ/96 
05/J)/96 

<JO tng/l<s 
67-1100/o 

Ill 004 
IJ3 

AJ!AI,Y'Z:t;D 

OS/13/96 
OS/13/96 



OS/ 16196 THU 1~:21 F.\X 17025~~~~93 

I'!EVADA El"'VIROI'tMf;ii"IAL LABORATORY 

CLIENT: Tem.con CoruuiiiGlta 
PROJECT NAME: ~- C<ntet .B<>r!n&• 
PROJECTNUMB.ER: 64967111 

DATE SAMPLED: 05/011196 
ANALYST: 51 

ME1liOD1 VOLA'TlLE ORGANiC COMPOUNDS by El'A SUO, JuJy 199% 
SA.I\III'LE MA TllfX: SOIL 

Client 10: 8·9@10.0 
NEL ID: L960S06S.{I2 .QIALYZED: 0!/1~ 

RESULT RUORTINC 
PAR A MJIJI IIJtk wm &:61aaiSIEII ,,....,.,. ND 50 !lg/ka l,.l~ 

·~ 
NO s ~a/11· !1,2-Dic~· 

UNrnobcln.J:I:nc NO 51'&ika 1,1-0ic:l>lca""'-
B«>rnoclllotOm.m- ND s~ gf ... l.34)kbloNpc..,....,. 
Bra<Mdlchloromdhano NO s llJII<s rr.s-1,)-0L:hku...,.ccyeoe 
Bromo- NO s 11rlk& EU!ylben-• 
B~ ND 5 1'111<8 H<ouoclll-ba<odl-
l-!IU- ND 25~&11<8 :.a ... -
~t-BUI)'Ibc...,.. NP 5!'11/1<& r-....n.oc 
scc:.-Bu:t:y(bcm:cne ND 5 1'111<& 1*"""PY-· 
~<n-IM)IIo.n-c ND Sl'&'k& p·~-
Cvboadisulfldc ND s IICik& Mdhyi<N cll1orido (Dic:!tl<m>mcdtone) 
C2tbon Cctr'llich'ori_d~ 1"0 s ll&lkr 4-,l>,tel!ryl.2-
(.'Ill""""'- l"D 5~ Molllyl-l~le<Mr(MtBE) 
(.ldorooliiii!O ND 5~tfVk& N"''latlo.t-
l·Chloroab)-1 viny'J e.Ch.,. ND S~~Vt& n-l'n!pylbam:na 
Ch1orof0ftft NO s ~<A S!)'tcOc 
Clll- NO l~tflk& 1,1,1,2-T~ 
2..0,Jorocoh.acns NO s I'A 1,1.2.2•T-nclll-
~-O.Iorotol...,. ND Sp&iks Tclrochl~(PO!) 
Dibruruod\1-a>cdurto NO 5 l'clkl Toluoae 
I.J-Dib=no-lo<bl""'PP"P- (OBCP) NO 'l'rJk& l,l,.l-T~ 
l. l-01.......,-.,.. C.EDBI NO 5 Ug/ll:g l,l,4-Trlclll""'~ 
u;~. NO ·~· 1,1,1-Triohl..-...,(1.l.l•TC.o\l 
1.2-l>lo:hl...-.....: (o-OCB) NO ' l'fi/I<J 1,1 ,2•Tri<hi~(I,I.2-TC.A) 
l.l-l>icl\larobetlzene (tn-DCB) NO 

s """' 
r.kblot oc<l>mc: (TCE) 

1.1·D~hlorobem.t::oc (p-OCS) NO '~'&ike Triololorof!--- (freon ll) 
Oi<hl..vdit!u....- (frcot> 121 NO s~ - t,2J:r·tichlaoepl upw 
1.1-olcllloraadoiDe ( I. I -OC.A) NO s l'rJk& 1.2,4-Tti.-J{baazlca. 
1.1-Dic:lt-Cl.l-DCA) ND s 141fl;& l,l,!·Tiimclllyl .......... 
I.I·Okh-c:ne (1,1-ll<':F.) NO s~a~~os V'111)11 clllotide 
<i~l.2-0~- NO S !<&IkE O""X:)'lenc: 
ltani--l.l~Dich.loractb.cftc NO !~ m,p-Xyt..,. 
l .l .. Otch&moptopw NO ' ll.lll<& 

(}IJAUTY CONTI!OL DATA: 

l4l 005 
Pl'f<E B<J 

&UI1LT IIJtroRTINC 
IIIIQ 1lMtt 

NO 5 l'lll<l 
"-'D ~ O'i/ki 
ND ·~ ND s I'JII:c 
ND s~ 
ND s I'W'& 
ND 1~ 
ND 21~ 
ND ,~, 

ND s l'&fl<a 
NO '111/);i 
l'ID 'a~ 
NO 25!&a/lls 
ND s 1111'<1 
NO '~twl<a 
NO 5~ 
ND SJ1&/q 
ND s l'rJk& 
ND 5 I'II/I<& 
NO s I'Sikl 
ND 5 !lg/ka 
ND s 1'111<& 
ND s ll8l1c& 
ND , flSikg 

NO .s I'CII<a 
NO s ll&flcg 
NO s l'8lk& 
NO s~ 
I'IP s l'g/11:& 
1"0 5 J1C/I<a 
NO 5~ 
NO ' ~&11<1: 
NO '1411l<e 

Surmprr %BcsPYca "«nnotc ••nu 

1.1·01dllon>e<ll-...!4 97 70-121% 
Tolucn..C8 104 81-\ 1'7% 
~-Btomofluorobenzenc 9.! '74-121% 
~0 · f'liat Deu:er.cd 



NEVADA EN\'UlOI"''I''ElttAL LABORATORY 
v 

CLIENT: T...--.Coll.uhants 
I'ROJECT NAME: Resmle Center Sariogs 
PROJECT NUMBER: 64967117 

OAT£ SAMPLED: 05101/96 
ANALYST:SJ 

METHOD: VOLAT11..E ORGANIC COMPOUNDS by tl'A IZ60, JqlJ 1m 
~AMPUlMATIUX: SOli.. 

Client 10: 8- lO@O.O 
ANALYZED: ,05/ IOICJ6 NBL ID; L960S06S-03 

RESULT 11£l'OilTING 
f!&BAMI;UR ~ IJYI[ faaAMr • f!B 
t\or:tonE NO so \laflq 1 ,l..o>:hloroproponc 
ijcnzcnc NO 5~ :U-Dichl""'!" •pau• 
BI"QMObc:l-l~e ND 5 •elk• 1.1-0\ohl-pcopaJC 
Uromodafotomclhme- NP l~ <ls-\,3-Didli.ot"'>!'Optllc 
Orotnodi.chiocomcdtanc ND li-lA tnaJ·l.:J...Oic:N.oroptapene 
IJ-fbm\ ND '11&'1<• Etby-
Brom--.e NO 5 otCika H<xooblorolndlld!CilC 
2 .. euc.on~ NO ll \11/);& :z,.~ 

n-8~1b.,_.,. NO 'IA&'kll todom t•M 
><o-BllfYII><oz<,c NO s l'lil8 r.opr"'>ylb<o.,_ 
l<rt-Biolylbcn=< NO s JJ.&/1:& p-lsopropylml"""" 
CO<bondiwllide NO s"""" M«<lyleao <ltloride (Did>loro,.,.b>n<) c.:..- ldradllor1de NO ' 1'1!11<& 4-Medlyl·~......-.. 
Cillo,.,-. NO s villi<& )o{etbyl-t-butyl ca,., (MTBE) 
CI>IO-- NO s 1'1!11<& Naphdlolalo 
~..Chloroct!tyl vinyl dllcr NO s !lllks n-Propy-
ChlotQ(oND NO lll&lka SlJ'T""C 
Chi~ NO li'Sfkl 1,\,I,:Z,.Ttllnchloroan-
!-O!Torocolucnc NO s 1'811<1 1,1.2.2·T~-
4-<:lllorowl....,.. ND 'll&ll<g J'CICrtldlloroc!hcr>c !PCE) 
Oibtontoehloromezt>- NO 3Jlliq Toluc:oc 
l.l-Oibn>mo-J.<!Uoro"""'""" (08CP\ NO lllllka 1.2,3-Trl<f!l--.....,o 
l.l-Pil:roonocthono CEOB) NO s 1'&/ta 1,2,4.Tri<IIJ-
DiblQIJIO- NO '~ 1.1,1· Tricllloroetb"llo ( 1.1.1-TCA) 
1.2-Di<hlo.....,t>euo (o-PCB) ~0 s 1'811<& 1.1,l·Tri~(!.I.2·TCA) 
I.J·Dichloi'Dbo......, (m-OCB\ i'o'tl llli/ka Tridllarocthcnc O'CE) 
I ,i..O(dl!Qt'Obcm.toc (p-DCB) NO s ~g/1<£ Tri~--(fr-11\ 
llid!IO<Oditl-onc(Froon 12) NO 5 iJUtg 1,2.,,. T ti<hl.orapro[IIIIC 
l. J ·Dicltlo,_.,_ (I .I-DCA) ND lll.lfka f .z..._ Trimetbylbco...,. 
1.2-Di<hloroetb.nc ( 1.2-0CA) NO 5 Psii<C 1.3.$ ·Tri111ctliyl~o 
1.1 -0i<hi~-(I,I·PC£) NO ,~, Vinyl <hloridc 
dJ-I .2 •Oict!Jorocthtnc ND 5 ~$11<8 G.J(ylcne 
'"w-1,.2-Dicl\l~c so s 111!11<1: m.p-Xylcnc 
l.l·Di<hloropropane NO '11&'0& 
IJUALfT'Y COfoiT'ROL DATA: 

RI:SVLT 
W&lllc 

NO 
1"0 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
Nn 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
ND 
NO 
NO 
ND 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
NO 
16 

6 -
Slrrpta(s •6. BSSQYcrY Ac:scnr•bk '•ru:• 
1-"l-Oicbloroe!honc...U 91 70-121% 
Tol....,.,_.j8 102 81-rl 7% 
..J .. Bromonuorobcaz.n~: 9\ 74-121% 
NO - Not Od«Ud 

fll 006 
PAGE ElS 

Uf'ORTII'!G 
wm 
$~ 
s f'41'1<1 
s !'&'1:8 
s IIVl:g 

'1111>'1<& 
ll'aJl<S 
s liNt& 
l'~ 

s"""' 
S 1'""11 
!~&sJI<c 
so IleA<~ 
lS ~l!/ltg 
l11r!ks 

'"~ s l'l!/lt& 
S ~111<1 

' IIA s ll&ll<g 
Sll&il<c 
s ~l!iks 
s 11&'1<& 
s vl!/lts 
s ~rlk& 
s ~s/1<!. 
S llf/I<S 
s~ 
s l'&ll<g 

'~A 
llllll<c 
j f'CI\s 
'1'148 s"""' 



05116196 THU 14:22 fAX 17025979393 TERRA CON ·-- - ·-
NeVADA El'(VIBOI"f~AL LABORATORY 

CLIENT: TcrtiCon Coouulanu 
PROJECT NAME: llcll<rVc Center Bating.< 
PJI.OJECTWMBE.Il: 64967117 

DATE SAMPl-ED: NA 
ANAl. YST: SJ 

Mli.THOO: VOLA TII.E ORGANIC COMPOUNDS by EPA lll60, J•Jy 1992< 
SAMPLE MA T!UX: SOIL 

Clieot IP: M~ lllonlt 
NI!L 10: VBJ...K%05 ANALYZED:" OS/196 

IWIUJ..T RUOiltl'II'IC 
PARAMETQ IIIIU LIMO: 
J\Ctt.Ot!C NO .ro >'1!11:& 
Bcl'l:~ NO 5 ~l!ik8 . 
lJ rome bc:nzrnc ND s ~l!lk8 
l~tomaddoro~c ND s II&Jiq 
llromodi<ill"""""""•"" NO 

5 ~""" liromofOrm NO s~ 
lJ- NO $~ 
l·&~c NO 25 l'aik& :2.~ 
n-llll1)'- NO s ualk& I~ 
•«·Bulyt- NO s l'lik& 

·~-"'rt·BUI)'I...._,c NO s 111/k& p-lJOilf1l1'l'IIDl..,c 
Cutoon dlPJJfidc I>'D s ll&ik& Molhyla>c d\JQrido (OichJor,n,dhme) 
C;:rbon -.chloride NO s ,.&'fq 4-M<d\)'l·l'i"'b ...... .c 
Cl>.loro~• NO s l'likl! M~l-t-I>U~Yl od>er (MTB£} 
Chlo- NO s l'lll:ll ~ 
2-chlo~l vioyl - NO 5~ »-!'ropylkn=c 
Chlotoronn NO s~ S~yr<ne 
C.'hlor"'"ethone :O.'tl 5 1'&/k& l, l,l.2•T<Illldll-. :2-Chlorot.ohume NO S~s/kc 1,1.2.2-T...---"-Chlorollllucnc NO SpeJ\a T-lorocU>mc (PCSl Oi&romod\Jotamedtaae NO s l'&li:l! Tot....,. 
l .l·Dimmo-l<Jtlan>propono (DBCI') NO 5 JlZ/kc l ,l,l-Tri<l!J-~ 
I.~.Oibromoall .. • I&OB) NO l1'31kc !~4-TIIdl!DIOb"""""c l)lhrom-.... NO 5J4Wkg l ,I,I·Tri<hlatocm-(I.I ,I· TCA) l .l·Didllorol>eft..,..(o.QCB) NO 

5 """' 
l,l,l-~dw>e(I.I.2-TCA) I.J•Oi•hlo--., (m-l>CB) 'NO s ~!ike Tri~('l'(%) 1.4-0ictllornhet~Z~:t~C (p.OCB) NO s lls/kl Tridllon>fluoo 1-(~ll) Oi..,loc'odi!l"""""et~oone tn-. 111 NO s l'sik& 1.1.3~ Trfcbloropropa..: 1.1-Dldll-ano (I. l•DC.A.) NO s "'lKe 1.2,<1-TM.oloylboa=c l.l·O'<hl-etllano (l.l·OCA) NO s~, l.J.S ·Trl~l-.,....,., I.I·Oi<lltomcdtcnc: ( l.l..QC.E) NO Sp~ Vinyl o:!>larido d$-t.2-Dichlo~• NO 5 1'&11<& o-lCjll .... l ron .. I.2·DichlOR>cflw;n.. ~0 5 11&11<1 m.p..XyJmc 1.!-olctw...o_ .... NO s ~'&"<& 

QUALITY CONTROl.. DATA; 
Sutmntc •t. lkgrnry Accsptablc RIQ8 

1.2-DicJ>Jo.-thanc-<14 ~9 
7~121~ ·r olucno-41 103 81 -117~ ..& .. B/QrtJofl~enmte 99 
74-121~ ND • Not De-.! 

... _ ~007 

rusua:.r RUORT!l'IG 
~ Llllm: 
NO S!'&"q 
NO 51'&'k& 
NO 5 ~&fkl 
NO s"""' NO s 1'1/'ka 
NO SIICil<l 
NO s~ 
NO 2$11&11<8 
NO '"~ NO 5~ 
NO 5 flg/I:C 
NO so llili<& 
NO l.S"""' NO s l'a/kg 
ND SI'J/1<1 
NO Sl'l"'q 
NO s 1'111<& 
NO s IICil<l 
NO s~ 
NO 'l'&lti 
NO 5~& 
NO 5 l'rtk& 
NO S~t~ 
NO Slltflq 
ND 5 Jlclkc 
NO 511Cik& 
NO s ~'""' NO 5 l'l!ik& 
NO j l'slkc 
NO '~'&!~<& NO Sj>glq 
NO s ~'"""-
NO j llg/1;& 
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